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Of the Dofrine of the Apoſtolical Fathers. 


ANY paſſages have been quoted from the writings 
called Apoſtolical, and urged as proofs 
chat they believed the deity of our Saviour. But Dr P. 
_ ſays; © Their works are not come down to us as they wrote 
4 them, or rather, except the fingle epiſtle of Clemens Ro- 
manus, which contains no ſach doctrines as thoſe of the 
<« divinity or- pre-exiſtence of Chriſt, the works chat are 
_* aſcribed to them are almoſt entirely ſpurious ; and the 
* time of their compoſitian is not eakily aſcertained *.” Bur 
A 


* 


1 


IF > 


3 m. Define the |: Book v. 


ſderious us theſe writings are, the Doftor avails himſelf - 
of their teſtimony, whenever it can ſerve him; eſpecially 
in attempting to prove that Gnefics were the only heretics 


In early times. Indeed, after condemning the epiſtles of 


ee in che groſs, and aſſerting that © they cannot be 

« quoted with ſafety for any purpoſe *,” he ſays, I am 
« willing to allow, on re-confidering them, that, excluſive 
« of manifeſt interpolation there may be a groundwork of 
- antiquity in them 4.” Our author, perhaps, thought this 
recantation neceſſary, as, on re-confiderting his own plan, 
he foreſaw that ſome paſlages in theſe writings might ſerve 
as a groundwork for part of his fabric; or be of ſome uſe, 
at leaſt, in the progreſs of his labour. +. 

But there is a ſaving clauſe wiſely preſerved in the very 
recantation. It is this — excluſive of manifeſt interpo- 
lation.“ Pray, who is to judge when this interpolation 
is manifeſt ? Unitarians only. It would be groſs preſump- 
tion in any Trinitarian, to claim ſuch a privilege. Ac- 
cordingly, when any. paſſage, undoubtedly aſſerting or im- 
plying the divinity of our Saviour, is produced from theſe 
ancient writers, it is immediately condemned as a manife/t 
znterpolation; becauſe, as the Doctor ſays, it is hardly 

* poſlible to think that it could be uſed hy any writer fo 
« near to the time of the Apoſtles .“ It is firſt aſſumed, for 
it has never been proved, that the Apoſtles on no occaſion 
taught the doctrine of the Deity of Chriſt. Thence it is 
Inferred, that the Apoſtolical Fathers could not teach this, as 
they lived fo near to the time of the Apoſtles.“ AI. 
though their writings, if they deſerve to be mentioned 
at all, clearly ſhew that they did teach this doctrine; it 
i of no conſequence whatſoever. © For when they do ſo, 
r e 

„ Vol. ip. 106 r 4 Dil. „ 


| far more ſafe to reaſon from ſupps/itions,” than from fue. 
The buſineſs of a critic, in examining the work of ana. 
cient writer, is not to pay any regard to what js there,” but 
to ſhew what, according to his own ſyſtem, ovght to have 
been there. But ſome may be apt to ſay, why ſhould Dr 
P. quote theſe Writings at all? It were better honeſtly to 
declare, that this, on either fide of the queſtion, is vain la- 
nnen 
ſpurious, that oppoſes his own hypotheſis. - | 

But Unitarians have not only the privilege of judging 
what is to be accounted à mani interpolation, but alſo 
that of inter palating a little themſelves ; at leaft, of doing 
ſomething nearly allied to it. For the Doctor ſpeaking of 
ſome paſſages in the epiſtles of Ignatius, which have been 
ſuppoſed to refer to the Ebionites, ſays, they © may eafily 
be ſuppoſed to have been altered.” Suppoſition, indeed, 
is eaſy enough. But where is the proof? It is truly 8 fin- 
gular one ;—* becauſe when correted by an Unitarian, 
nothing is wanting to the evident purpoſe of the wri- 
« tox ©." This is, indeed, a very ſhort proceſs, which, 
could the learned be generally brought to adopt, it would 
greatly abridge their diſputations, and free them of much 
perplexity. Allow me firſt to judge, according to my own in- 
clinations, of the purpoſe of the writer, from whom I bring 
my evidence. Then, when 1 find any thing that varies 
from this, give me leave to correct it, ſo as to make it an- 
ſwer my own purpoſe : and I will ſoon prove what I with. 
The Doctor, however, has not favoured the reader with 
n ee Abe a root 
proved © when corxected by an Unitarian,” 

While ſuck privileges are claitned, it is almoſt vain 4 
quote any paſſages from theſe writings. But Dr P. admits - 
the genuineneſs. of one epiſtle of Clemens, There is a 
paſlage in this, which has already been the ſubjekt of confi 
22 ä derable 
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derable diſputation : For Chriſt is theirs who are kunt 
& ble, and not who exalt themſelves over his flock. The 
« Sceptre of the majeſty of God, our Lord Jeſus Chriſt 
« came not in the ſhew of pride, and arrogance; thvugh be 
could have done ſo; but with humility ;- as the Holy 
« Ghoſt had before ſpoken concerning him.. This paF 
ſage has been urged by the learned Dr Horſley, in his cor- 


reſpondence with. our author,'as a proof that Clemens be- 


lieved the divinity of our Saviour. To the moſt of rea- 
ders his reaſoning. will appear decifive. But to the evi- 
dence brought to prove that the coming, ſpoken of by Cle- 
mens, reſpects the birth of Chriſt, Dr P. replies, If we 


„ contider the prophecies which Clemens quotes, we ſhall 


« find them to be not ſuch as deſcribe the circumſtances of 
« the Birth of Chriſt, but only thoſe of his public life and 
„death; the principal of them being Iſa, hii. which he 
quotes almoſt at full length. This is certainly favourable 
to the ſuppoſition, that when Chriſt was in public life, 
he made no oſtentatious diſplay of the extraordinary 


powers with which he was inveſted, and before he enter - 
ed upon it, preferred a low condition to that of a great 


prince . Here the Doctor evidently changes his ground 
in the courſe of two ſentences. In the firſt, he underſtands 
the prophecies quoted, eſpecially Ifa. liii. only of our Sa- 
viour's public life and death: in the ſecond, of his private 
life alſo, before he entered on that which was public. a It 
would ſeem that this paſſage needs to be correfed;. fully as 
much as {ome of thoſe in the epiſtles of Ignatius. 

He further fays; © The more ancient reading of jerom 
is evidently favourable to this interpretation of the paſ- 


« ſage. He read marra dau, having all power, which 


© naturally alludes fo the great power of which he became 
© poſſeſſed after the —_— of the R of God upon him 
at. 


_ *® Sec. xvi. wii 1. P. 95 


Chap. I. —Apoſtolical Fathers. 5 


«at hi 1 baptiſm *. But the learned gentleman ſerves kim. 
ſelf of this ancient reading only in ſo far. What accord- 
ing to this, is a power, in Dr P's application is confined to 
Freut power. And if Jeſus was not poſſeſſed of either till 
after © the deſcent of the Spirit at his baptiſm,” how 
could he make any oſtentatious diſplay, * before he enter- 
«<< ed upon his public life? How could he be ſaid to * prefer 
e low condition,” when he had no other in his choice; when 
he had no power to embrace any other? If either zap 
Ivar or navra Twas, have any reference to power be- 
fore his public life, he did not receive all his extraordinary 
power by the deſcent of the Spirit. 

But whatever be the particular meaning of the words of 
Clemens, it is denied that Jeſus had it in his power to have 
come otherwiſe, unleſs he was God. For if he was a mere 
creature, eſſentially ſubje& to the divine will, he had no 
power to come in any way but that in which he actually 
came. He could not have come in the condition of a 
« great prince;“ for the event certainly ſhews that this 
was not the will of God. Clemens would never have ſaid 
that he could have done ſo, had he not belie ved that Jeſus had 
a ſovereign and divine choice * the manner of his co- 
ming. 

It is "betty the firſt time that the term — 
thought to ſignify the circumſtances of one”s death. Our Lord 
himſelf always ſpoke of this event under the notion of going. 
Therefore, although Clemens extends his quotation to thoſe 
parts of Iſaiah Liii. which reſpe&t the death of Chrift, his 
uſing the term under confideration, fhews that he eſpecially 
referred to the beginning of the chapter, as reſpecting his 
birth, and perhaps, his firſt appearance in a public charac- 
ter. But there was no impropriety in extending the quo- 
tation to theſe predictions that reſpected the tenor of his life, 
aud the circumſtances of his death. For theſe predictions 
A3 ö 
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were confirming * of what Clemens had FUE 


proved directly, that according to the teſtimony of the Ho- 


| b Ghoſt he was to come in no other way. They alſo great- 
ly enforced 'the exhortation to humility. For our Lord's 


continuance in a ſtate of abaſement ſhewed that he was in- 
deed lowly in heart, and that he did not wiſh to attract 
the vulgar by falſe appearances, that by their means he 
might exalt himſelf, Beſides, ſeveral circumſtances men- 
tioned in the prophecies quoted, clearly prove that he was 
voluntary in the whole of this humiliation. Dr P. may 


with as great propriety plead, that Clemens meant to 


extend the term coming to our Saviour's exa/tation, as to 


the whole of his public life and death, becaule the prophe- 
cles quoted refer to the latter. For ſome of them as certain- 
1y refer to the former, 

But although the Doctor had aſſerted, that theſe prophecies 


© deſcribe only the circumſtances of Chriſt's Ie and death,” 


on reconfidering them he ſeems to retraQ a little; but with 
evident reluQtance. * Admitting that ſome one circum- 
« ſtance in the prophecies which Clemens quotes, rigorouſ- 
« ]y interpreted, ſhould allude to the b:rth of Chriſt (though 
J ſee no reaſon to think ſo) we are not authoriſed to 
« think that Clemens attended to that in particular, but to 
« the general ſcope of the whole, which is evidently de- 
« ſcriptive of his public life only *.“ This ſome one cir- 
cumſtante which our author has in his eye, is certainly 
Iſaiah Iii. ver. 3. I beg leave to aſk, Is it a rigorous inter- 


pretation of theſe words, He ſhall grow wp before him as a 


tender plant, to underſtand them of the birth of our Sa- 
viour? Or what other interpretation would the learned 
gentleman give of them ? Did our Lord grow wp in his 
public life? The word. properly fignifies to hot forth, as it 
is rendered Gen xl. 10. denoting the firſt appearance of a 
ſcion ſpringing out of the earth. That this is its true 
* RES meaning 

# Vol. i. p. 96. _ 7 


* 
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Chap. I. Apoſtolical Fathers. 7 
meaning here, is evident from the words immediately fol- 
lowing ;—and as a root out of a dry ground. | 

The Doctor indeed, ſeems much at a loſs what to make 
of theſe prophecies. He is determined to refuſe that they 
can be viewed, at leaſt according to the alluſion that 
Clemens had to the m, as referring to the Birth of Chriſt. 
Yet he is not certain how to diſpoſe of them, He does 
not adhere to any one method of interpretation. For 
he firſt informs us, that they deſcribe * only the circum- 
« ſtances of Chriſt's public life and death.” But in the 


| paſſage laſt quoted, he ſays; The ſcope of the whole 


« is evidently deſcriptive of his public life only.” However 
this is far from being the caſe. The fifty-third chapter of 
Iſaiah deſcribes the birth, life, death and exaltation of Je- 
ſus. But it is not ſo fully deſcriptive, either of his coming, 
or of his public 4%, as of his going, or, the circumſtances 
of his death in a public character, as our Surety. 

Concerning that remarkable pallage, in the ſecond ſee 
tion of the firſt epiſtle of Clemens, in which he ſpeaks of 
the ſufferings of God, Dr P. obſerves, that * this is lan- 
« guage ſo exceedingly ſhocking and unſcriptural, that it is 
hardly poſſible to think that it could be uſed by any writer 
« ſo near to the time of the Apoſtles .“ This is evident- 
ly begging the queſtion. It may be ſhocking to Dr P. who 
does not believe that God purchaſed the church with bis 
own blood. But this will not prove that Clemens would 
have been ſhocked at ſuch language. 

He adds the opinion of Patricius Junius, that * inſtead 
« of 1 auru, i. e. Otu, we ought to read Aa 
* auruy.” But the learned Grabe has long ago ſhewn that 
this is mere conjecture, not ſupported by any manuſcript z 
and that it is an improbable conjecture. For beſides the _ 
change of auru, which Grabe takes no notice of, he has ob- 


A 3 | ſerved 
* See alſo Iſaiah ly. 13. Hoſeah x. 8. Am. vii. 1. f Vol. . 5. 97. 
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"oy But beſides theſe paſſages, there are ſeveral others in | this 
| epiſtle, which clearly ſhew that Clemens believed the deity” 
of Chriſt. * Let us ſearch,” he fays, © into all the ages that 


« have gone before us; and let us learn that our Lord has 
in every one of them ſtin given place for repentance to 


« all fuch as would turn to him, Noah 


4 1 


preached repen- 


1 tance; and as many as hearkened to him were ſaved. 
* Jonah denounced deſtruction againſt | the Ninevites 4,” 
Ve. But how could he imagine that our Lord oould have 
repentance in the ages of Noah and Jonah, unleſs he 
had believed not only bis pre-exiſtence, but his title to the 
character of the God of Satvation ? He declares the thir- 
ty fourth Pſalm to be the language of Chriſt, ſaying, «He 
« Himſelf beſpeaks us by the Holy Ghoſt ; Come, ye chil- 
Axen, hearken unto me, &c 1. He alfo uſes the ſame dif- 
tinction with Paul; aſſerting that Jeſus came of Abraham, 


according to the g g. But ſuch a diſtinction muſt be an 
abfurdity in che month of an Unitarian. 


He undoubtedly 


performs an act of worſhip to Jeſus, when he ſays that God 
is © good to all, eſpecially to thoſe who flee to his mercy 
through our Lord Jeſus Chriſt ; to whom be glory and 
'« majeſty for ever and ever. 
ſpeaking of pardon ; Now this bleſſing i is fulfilled in thoſe 

«© who are choſen by God, through ' Jeſus Chriſt our Lord,” 


© to whom be glory. for ever and ever. 


Amen ||.” 


And again, 


Amen “.“ 


As DrP. gives ſeveral quotations from the Epiſtle of 
*Polycarp to the Philippians, it can certainly be no more 


„ 


9 Additions to Bull's Def all iii. ſec. 3. 


t Seck. 12. 5 Seck. 32. 


12 ſpurious to us than to him. 
ener in which Polycarp inſcribes his epiſtle is that of an 
5 ee , þ eras 6p unto e and peace from God 


He ſays indeed; 


Ib. ſect. 20. 


\ 


; 1 Seat. 7 
2 20 SeR. 50. 


The man- 


. 


Chap. I. | 77 * N N x. : 4 


So « mighty, and the Lord Jeſus Chriſt” our Saviour; be mul. 2 HS bs 
« tiplied ..“ Things appeared to me in fo different x ler 4 
light, that, before adverting to this renurk of Dr EE 1! 4 


thought of quoting the paſſage as the language of a 8 
tarian. For this inſcription i is certainly a prayer: and T 
did not apprehend that an Unitarian of Dr P's deſcription 
would pray to Chriſt on any confideration. But the blef- 
fings of mercy.and peace are undoubtedly prayed for from 

Chriſt, as much as from God. By God Almighty he might 8 
mean God eſſentially conſidered. Although the Father be 
ſhould be intended, it will not prove that the Son is ex- 
claded. For Juſtin Martyr often calls the Father Tayrw- 
xzarup, thus diſtinguiſhing him from our Lord. But our 
author will not thence infer that be was an Unitarian, The 
language of Polycarp can no more prove that he did not 
reckon the Son Almighty, than that he did not believe the 2 
Father to be our Saviour. The very idea that Jeſus couf,j,jHjð * * 
give mercy and peace, equally with the Father, necefſarity 4 
implies that 3 believed him to * equally Gu 22 
mighty. 

He be W d election to Chriſt, as well as to 
God, ſaying that bonds are the crowns of ſuch as are 
« truly choſen by God and our Lord 4.” He declares that 
the root of faith—brings forth fruit to our Lord Jeſus 
« Chriſt, who ſuffered himſelf to be brought even to the 
death for our fins 1.“ Is not this making the glory of 
Chriſt the end of religion? He further aſſerts that * every 

« living creature ſhall worſhip him ||.” And as a proof of 
his fincerity in this declaration, he again prays for bleſſings 
from the Son, us well as from the Father. « Now the God 
and Father of our Lord Jefus Chriſt; and he Himſelf 
* whos our everlaſting High Prieſt, the Son of God, Jeſus 
* Chriſt, build you up in ** and in all meek 

rr nels 
* Vol. i. p. 265. | Seck. 2. i Thi, 1 


10 The Doctrine of the Book V. 
rr (10 y0m 16. 104. 094. parton 
« among his ſaints „. | 
| A great variety of paſſages might be quoted from the 
Epiſtles of Ignatius, which, in the cleareſt and ſtrongeſt 
manner, aſſert the deity of Chriſt. But I am afraid of lo- 


fing my labour, as Dr P. claims the privilege of correcting 


them. I ſhall only take notice of one paſſage quoted and 


tranſlated by himſelf. © There is one Phyſician, fleſhly and 
> ſpiritual, begotten and unbegotten, in the fleſh made God, 


« in immortal life eternal, both of Mary and of God, 17 75 


„ fuffering and then impaſſible +.” The Doctor ſays, 


Theodoret read the paſſage, ymurog et ayyemre, begotten of 
« him that was unbegotten t. But he might alſo have 
told us that Athanaſius, who lived about a century before 
Theodoret, read yewnro; d ayyemro; ||, which ſome have 


| tranſlated, Made, and not made 3j. Dr P., ſpeaking of the 


correction of ſome paſſages in Ignatius, ſays that then no- 
thing would be wanting to the evident purpoſe of the 
« writer.” But the correction propoſed from the reading 
of Theodoret has not ſo much to recommend it ; for it op- 
poſes this. Here © the evident purpoſe of the writer” is to 


| exhibit Jeſus in oppoſite points of view. There are ſeveral 


parts of the ſentence, about which there is no diſpute, i in 
which the contraſt is obviouſly pointed in the ſtrongeſt 
manners, * Fleſhly and ſpiritual ;—of Mary and of God; 
« firſt paſſible and then impaſlible.” But if you adopt the 
reading of, Theodoret, the contraſt is entirely loſt. - 
3 2 | As 
® Sect. 12. | 

t Eic onfpor tri, eapuine; vt ar TYVMRTINGG, YEIINTOG na RYEYVNTOC, 
wv ecput yivourro; Steg, ty abzrary fon axrbiry, xai ix Maping, xai in a 
Tporoy rabyroc, xas vert rang Ad. Eph. ſ. 7. 

$ Vol. i p. 109. 


De Synod. ap. Smithi Scholia in S. Ignat. Ep. ad Eph. Bull's De- 
fence, chap. ii ſe. 6, 


5 Wake's Tranſlation. 


Chap. I. 


As the Doctor was diſpoſed to corre, he might have 


mentioned that inſtead of en atavanu, Athanafius, Gelaſius, 


and even Theodoret read en l e This correction has 
ſomething in its favour, which the other has not. © No- 
thing is wanting to the evident purpoſe of the writer.” 
For the contraſt is not loſt. Indeed, this reading is abſa- 
lutely neceſſary to preſerve it. When the Doctor tranſ- 
lates & abavaru ton , in immortal life eternal, he. maſt 
be ſenfible that this is not a proper tranſlation ; for the 
words ought to be rendered, True life in immortal. But 
this is language without meaning : whereas the meaning is 
nnn ] IGIIY 
True life in death. 

Dr P. adds; „ Eee Spend 0 6 cath 
« clear nor deciſive.“ But there is a reaſon for this. He 
does not chooſe to apply his critical talents for making it 
clear. For thus it would be decy/ive againſt his own ſy- 


ſtem. 


CHAP, IL 
| Of Men of Eminence among Jewiſh Chriſtians. 


Þ in his Hiſtory of Corruptions, having aſſerted 
that the ancient Jews expected merely a human 
Meſſiah, proceeds to ſhew that their poſterity, who embra- 
ced the Chriſtian faith, believed in no other. © That the 
ancient Jewiſh Church muſt have held the opinion, that 


- * Chriſt was fimply a man, may be concluded from its 


being the clear doctrine of the Scriptures, and from the 

* Apoſtles having taught no other; but there is ſufficient 

* evidence of the ſame thing from eccleſiaſtical hiſtory.” 
* Vid. Bull, abi fup. 


„ f Men of Eminente Book V. 


The firft authority that he quotes is Hegeſippus. The 
Doctor's mode of probation is indeed very fingular.” He 

proves that the ancient jewiſh Church was, in his ſenſe, 
Vaitarian, becauſe Hegeſippus, whom he calls a  Jewnſb 


_ Chriſtian, was ſo. Then he proves that Hegeſippus was an 


Vnitarian, becauſe he agreed with thoſe who held the 
< fame doctrine that was taught in the law, by the prophets, 
and by our Lord. What could this be,“ ſays our author 
with an air of triumph, but the pro Unitarian dectrine, 
held by the Jews, and which he elf had been taught *? 
His deſign in calling Hegeſippus a Jew!fh Chriſtian, is to 
prove that he was an Ebionite or Nazarene, But it will 
afterwards appear that the proof is extremely deficient. | 
It is particularly remarkable,” he ſays, © that Hegeſip- 
pus, in giving an account of the herefies in his time, 
« though he mentions the Carpocratians, Valentinians, and 
. others who were generally termed Gnoſtics (and who 
« held that Chriſt had a pre-exiſtence, and. was man-only 
in appearance) not only makes no mention of this ſup- 
« poſed hereſy of the Nazarenes or Ebionites, but ſays that, 
4 in his travels to Rome, where he ſpent ſome time with A- 
s nicetus, and viſited the biſhops of other ſees, he found that 
„they all held che ſame doctrine, that was taught in the 


N « law,” Wc 7. 


\ This objection had been made by ſeveral Socinien wri- 


ters in former times, and as often anfwered. But our au- 


chor, according to the cuſtom of this ſociety, produces it 


again, without the leaſt attention to the different anſwers 


formerly given; as if the world were indebted to him for 


the important diſcovery. Its weakneſs appears from va- 
rious conſiderations. 


Hegeſippus, according to Euſebius, Or an account of 
" a RP of thoſe — which ſprung up in his 


* Hin. Cor. vol. i. p. 78. . 4 Ibid. p. 8. 


| 


Chap. II. among Jewiſh Chriſtians, 3 

« own time *.” But that there were ſome of the Jewiſts 
nation. who called themſelves Chriſtians, and yet main- 
tained that Jeſus was a mere man, long before the time ot 
Hegeſippus, is allowed on alt hands. Particularly, Cerin- 
thus was by birth a Jew. Now, if it was the profeſſed de- 
fign of Hegeſippus to relate the riſe of theſe hereſies which 
made their appearance in his own time, it'would have been 
improper to have included thoſe that appeared in an earlier 


Although Hegeſippus profeſſed to mention the ſeQs 


*which ſprung from the Synagogue, the Doctor himſelf muſt 


acknowledge that his liſt is not complete, For he takes ns 
notice of the Nicolaitans, who- are ſo particularly reproved 
by our Lord himſelf. Should it be faid, that they preceded 
the age of Hegeſippus; the ſame reaſon muſt BOP 1 
fice for his neglect of the Ebionites. 

It muſt be evident to every attentive reader, that this . 
paſſage of Hegeſippus is by no means accurate.., For 
when mentioning the ſeven more recent ſects among 
the Jews, he reckons the Maſbotheans as of their number*: 
and when he afterwards gives an account of the more an- 
cient ſeQs, they are alſo introduced. Beſides, in this ſecond 


catalogue the Samaritans are mentioned; though it is well 


known that they were not properly of the ſtock of Ifrael, 
that they were anathematized by the Jews, and that toy 
latter had no dealings with them. 

Inſtead of "concluding that. Hegeſippus, becauſe” he 2 
not mention the Ebionites as heretics, was himſelf one of 
them; and thence, that this name was common to all the 
Jewiſh Chriſtians; it would be far more natural to con- 
clude, that 825 were at this time a ſe& that made little 


appearan e, 
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appearance, compared with thoſe which he mentions. This 


is probable from the very ſhort account given of them by 


Irenseus. Perhaps, Hegeſippus might think it unneceſſary 
to take any particular notice of them, as he had mentioned 


the Carpocrations, with whom the Ebionites agreed in their 


doctrine concerning Chriſt, as they did alſo with the fol- 
lowers of Cerinthus *: For although Irenæus ſeems to 
deny this, as his language is generally expreſſed, the read- 
ing preferred by ſeveral learned writers agrees much bet- 
ter with. the reſt of the ſentence . It may be eafily con- 
ceived that a careleſs tranſcriber might write non | /imiliter 
inſtead of cog/imiliter. It is a very ſtrong preſumption in fa- 
vour of the latter as the true reading, that it completes the 
contraſt ſtated by Irene s. Thus the ſenſe of his language 


is; The Ebionites indeed differ from Cerinthus and Car- 


« pocrates in one point; for they confeſs that the world 
« was made by God, and not by any power ſeparate from 
God, nor by angels: but they agree with both in thoſe 
* chings that cenarn-exr Lend, denying him to be born of 


4 a virgin 1.“ If confimiliter be not admitted as the true 


reading, it cannot be denied that Irenzus mentions thoſe ar- 
ticles only in which the Ebionites d:fered from the other 
heretics : although the ſtructure of his language would ſug- 
geſt to every reader, that, as a counterpart to the firſt afſer- 
tion, he was about to mention ſomething in which they all 
agreed. But if we ſuppoſe him to have wrote confimliter, 
his meaning is obvious. He compares the Ebionites with 
Carpocrates and Cerinthus. He firſt mentions an article 
| in 
** Haymo, who wrote about the year $40, ſays that Hegeſippus wrote 


| ngainſt Carpocrates. Pamelii Adnotat. in Tertullian. de Praſcript. c. 48. 


t Pearſon. Ignat. Vindic. p 2. c. 2. Bull's Judg. Cath. church, c. 2. 


| Qui autem dicuntur Ebionzi, conſentiunt uidem mundum a Des 
factum: ea autem que ſunt erga Dominum, conſimilitor ut Cerin thus et 


Carpocrates opinantur. Cont. ber. lib, 3. e. 26. 


+ tion of the world to Angels; and that Cerinthus aſſigned 


%%% V > Wa 
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in which they did not agree. To ſhew that he refers to 
what he had ſaid on this ſubject in the two preceding chap- 
ters, he marks the difference between the Ebionites and 
ſhew in what they did agree, he uſes autem. He had de- 
clared in theſe chapters, that Carpocrates aſcribed the crea- 


this work to a power greatly remote from him who is a- 
bove all. In this point, ſays he, the Ebionites do not agree 
with either of theſe heretics; for © they indeed acknow- 
« ledge that the world was made by God.” But he daes 
not explain their doctrine concerning our Lord; becauſe 
they agreed with thoſe formerly mentioned, in the great 


article of making him a mere man. For he had ſhewn 


that both Carpocrates and Cerinthus affirmed that he was 
the ſon of Joſeph. And we know that this was the very 
doctrine of the Ebionites. Thus, the matter of fact re- 
mn . we: Ʒỹ .me 
reading. 

The account, given by Tertullian of the Wich of Nba, 
greatly confirms this view of the meaning of Irenzus. 
Speaking of Cerinthus, he ſays ; His ſucceſſor was He- 
« bion ; not agreeing with Cerinthus in all reſpects, becauſe 
« he taught that the world was made by God, and not by 
angels “.“ This he evidently marks as the great article 
in which they diſagreed, The ſenſe of his language is 
evidently the ſame with that of the biſhop of Lyons, as 
rendered above. 
| According to the ſame rule, by which the doftrine of 
Hegelippus is judged of, Juſtin Martyr might be ranked 
among Unitarians. For. he mentions the ſame number of 
Jewiſh heretics as Hegeſippus, though under different names; 

| but 


* Hujus ſueceſſor Hebion fait, Cerintho non in omni parte conſentiens 


nol © Deo dicat mundum,” neu ob angetls factum. De Preeſcripet. 
c. 48. | | 


bat he takes'no notice of either Ebionites or Nazarenes . 
"Indeed, from the manner in which Juſtin is treated by the 
-DoRtor, as may appear afterwards, had as little of his works 


on work, e e een 
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remained as of thoſe of Hegeſippus, there is every reaſon 
to believe, that this omiſſion would have been boaſted as 
an evidence of his being an Ebionite. 

Hegeſippus muſt of neceſſity have believed has wo Ebi: 
onites were heretics; | becauſe he held communion, for ma- 
ny years, with the church of Rome. But the biſhops of 
chis church held communion with * who undoubted 
FI reckoned the Ebionites heretics. The Doctor acknow- 
ledges the orthodoxy of Irenzus + : and the latter gives an 
ample teſtimony to Anicetus, Soter and Eleutherus, with 
whom Hegefippus communicated, as adhering to the tradi- 
tion delivered by the Apoſtles ft. What this apoſtolical 
tradition was, he informs us in the following chapter: 
That Chriſt, on actount of his tranſcendent love to his 


% himſelf uniting man to God {\.” 

Dr P. further obſerves ; © That Euſebius doth not ex- 
preſsly ſay what this faith was, is no wonder, confidering 
his prejudice againſt the Unitarians of his on time. He 

12 ſpeaks of the Ebionites, as JT whom a malignant 
| 1.051008 demon 

* Dial. p. 307. See Bull's Primitive and Apoſtol. Trad. c. 3. 1.4. 

+ Hiſt. of Cor. vol. i. p 37+ 


cum autem ſacceſſillet Aniceto Soter, nunc duodecimo EM | Epiſco- 
patum ab Apoſtolis habet Eleutherius. Hac ordinatione et ſuccefſione, 
ea que eſt ab Apoſfolis i in Eccleſia Traditio, et veritatis preconiatio per? 
venit u/que ad nos. Et eſt pleniflima hc oſten ſio, unam et eandem vivi- 
ficatricem fidem eſſe. quz in Eccleſia ab Apoſtolis uſque nunc © 
et tradita in veritate. Cont. Her. L iii. c. $2 
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Chap. II. anong Fewiſh Obriftians. 17 
« demon had brought into his power 8.“ 1 


| of this attack on Euſebius may be eafily ſhewn: | 


ir he was filed wich fuck base a e Bebe 
rians, believing Hegefippus to be one, and therefore under- 


ſtandin his language concerning the law, the prophets, and 


the d ine of our Lord, in the ſame ſenſe as our author; 
is it at all ſuppoſable that he would have quoted him as an 
authority? Muſt he not have publiſhed to the world, and 
left upon record, a moſt ſtriking teſtimony againſt thoſe 
very doctrines in the defence of which he was ſo zealous ? 
Indeed, he expreſsly declares, that he had given an ac- 
« count of what was . 
from the narrative of Hegefippus f.“ | 

Is it not to deny ordinary ſagacity to Euſebius, to ſap 
poſe that he could entertain a ſingle idea of impoſing upon 
the world the teftimony of Hegefippus, in ſupport of the 
orthodox doctrine; while affured that he was an enemy to 
it, and that his works were well known in that age ? Fot 
it is undeniable that this muſt have been the deſign of Eu- 
ſebius, in ſo particularly mentioning that writer's teſtimony, 
with reſpe@ to the unity of the faith among all the biſhops 
with whom he had converſed. | 

It cannot be denied that Hegefippus held communion 
with the Gentile churches, on his journey from Jeraſalem, 


and that for many years he held communion with the 
church of Rome. This circumſtance, of itſelf, is a ſuſſi- 


cient evidence that he was not an Ebionite. For we have 
the unanimous teſtimony of antiquity, that the Ebionites 
urged the neceſſity of the law in order to ſalvation. There 
fore, they had no fellowſhip with the uncircumciſed. + 
But we have direct and poſiti ve evidence that Hegeſip- 
pus held that faith which Euſebius accounted orthodox. 
For he not only commends his R 
Vor. II. B ing, 
* Hift. of Cor. vol. i. p. 10. T kat Mn Liv, 0 f . 


" 4 * 7 h 
- 2 
Þ z 
1 
3 
l 
| 
| 
f 
J 


„ rern AS £26 


„ @XAavy Tapadooiy rv Aworoaity LYPVYMearog. Ibid. 


18 Men of Eminence Bock V. 


ing, that in his five books of Eccleſiaſtical Acts he © had 
left the moſt, accurate and full declaration of his judg- 
<< merit-ooncerning the faith, and calling his work. © a faith- 
« ful hiſtory of the Apoſtolical preaching * ;”* but he ex- 
preſsly commends his faith. Thus he claſſes him with 
Dionyfius biſhop of Corinth, Pinytus biſhop: of Crete, Phi- 
lip, Apollinaris and Melito, Muſanus, Modeſtus, (xa: ew: 
Tay Eynvaics) © and above all Irenæus: ſaying of them 
all, whoſe orthodox writings, giving an. account of the 


« apoſtolical tradition of the ſound faith, have come down 
„ even to us.” The language is ſo emphatic, that it loſes 


by any tranſlation +. As if all this had been too flender a 


teſtimony to the orthodoxy of his opinions, according to 


the ideas of Euſebius, he immediately begins the next chap- 
ter with a further commendation of him. Hegeſippus, 
« indeed, in the five books of his commentaries, which have 
reached our times, hath. left us the moſt abundant teſti- 


« monies of. his faith. For he writes that, on his journey 


« to Rome, when he viſited the moſt of the biſhops, he 
« received from them all the very ſame doctrine $.” 
Should any further evidence be required, we have clear 
proof of the character of thoſe with whom Hegeſippus is 
here claſſed. For Euſebius relates that Dionyſius wrote an 
epiſtle to the Eacedemonians, (opbodobiag nataxmrun) con- 


s taining the doctrine of the right faith 5.“ That this 


Dionyſius was of the ſame. faith with the Roman church, 


is evident from the character which he gives to her biſhop 


Soter, in an Epiſtle addreſſed to that church, He calls him 


(o Aan ge) © the bleſſed,” ſaying, that © as a moſt loving 
Father he comforted his children with , diſcourſes ||.” 


Euſebius 


f Ny, xa tie wn rue AToronmne rape Jets 1 Th; vyivs Titus: 
«7 papog xavyitty opel. Euſ. Hiſt. I. iv. c. 21. 


| | wid. c. 2%. 85 Ibid. c. 23. || Ibid. 
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Euſebius particularly commends the other writers men- 
tioned. But it is loſing time to particularize. For he has 
ſaid as much of them collectively as can juſtly be ſaid of 
any human writers. He expreſaly claſſes Hegeſippus with 
Juſtin Martyr, whom he calls © a maſt fincere lover of the 
« true philoſophy *.” And would he ever have done ſo, 
had he reckoned that Hegeſippus was under the power of 
«a malignant . as he declares concerning the Ebio- 
nites ? 

Thus it appears, how little Socinians haye to boaſt of = 
teſtimony - of Hegeſippus. Before it can be of the leaſt 
avail to them, they muſt prove that Euſebius, inſtead of 
thinking that the Ebionites were under the power of - 
malignant demon, was himſelf an Ebionite. For if He- 
geſippus delivered © the written orthodoxy of the Apoſtoli- 
« cal tradition of the ſound faith ;” if he did ſo in the ſame | 
manner with Irenzus, with whom he is eſpecially compar- 
ed; it muſt have been that very doctrine which was orthodox 
in the eſtimation of Euſebius and Irenzus., Hegeſippus 
muſt, therefore, have been as fully perſuaded as either of 
theſe, that thoſe whom Dr P. calls Unitarians were he- 
reti, 8 r 3 

Not only is the learned Gentleman deprived of the ſup- - 
port of Hegeſippus; but, of conſequence, the whole ſyſtem | 
of fallacy built on his profeſſion and teſtimony falls to the 
ground. For although, with reſpe& to the former, he is 
boaſted of as a Jewiſh] Chriſtian,” it appears beyond a 
doubt that this ſame Jewiſh Chriſtian agreed not only with 
the biſhops of Rome, but held the ſame doftrine as Irenæus 
and Euſebius. His teſtimony is of as little avail to Soci- - 
nians. For when he ſays that all the biſhops, whom he 
converſed with on his way, © held the ſame doctrine thay 
was taught—by our Lord,” he muſt be underſtood as 
ſpeaking of that doctrine which himſelf believed; and 


B 2 | we 
* Ibid, lib. iv. c. 8. 
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we have ſeen that his faith was that which the church calls 


orthodox. If all theſe biſhops held that which he believed 


to be the true faith, it muſt have been the ſame which he 


heard at Jernſalem. For he declares that the church there 


was as a virgin till the martyrdom of Simeon “.“ Had 
he received a new faith by the way, he would have ex- 
prefſed himſelf in language very different. May we not 
therefore ſay, as to tHe doctrine referred to by Hegeſippus, 
with far more juſtice than our author, What could this 
* be, but the proper Unitarian doctrine of à three one 
God, © held by the believing Jews and which himſelf had 
&* been taught?“ 

Dr P. next aſſerts, that Valeſius, the tranſlator of En- 
s ſebius, was of opinion that the hiſtory of Hegeſfippus was 
t“ neglected and loſt by the ancients, becauſe. it was obſer- 
ved to favour the Unitarian doftine,” This groundleſs 
cavil hath long ago been anfwered. Valeſius does not once 
ſuggeſt a ſuſpicion that Hegeſippus was an Unitarian. 
Speaking of the Inſtitutions of Clemens, he indeed ſays, 


« On account of the errors ſcattered through them, being ; 


e neglected, they at length periſhed. Nor do I know any 
„other reaſaa why the books of Papias and Hegeſippus, 
and other ancients, are loſt f.“ On this it might be fuf- 
ficient to repeat what the learned Biſhop Bull hath ſaid : 
I know not what errors of his Valeſius intends or ſuſpects. 
« For the ancient Catholic authors who had read his works, 
“men whom we muſt believe rather than Valeſius, com- 
e mended them as orthodox, uſeful and worthy of read- 
ing 1. If we are to form ſuch an eſtimate of Hegeſip- 
pus, from the circumftance mentioned, with the ſame pro- 
ry may we conclude that Papias was an Unitarian : 
whereas 


* Euſ. Hig. I. iii. e. 32. 
I Nec alia, meo quidem judicio, cauſa eſt, cur Papiz et Hegeſippi, 
aliorumque veterum libri interciderunt. Not. ad Euſeb. Hiſt. I. v. c. rt. 
1 Primit. and Apoſtol, Tradit. c. 3. ſ. 3. 
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whereas the ancients mention his error only as to the doc- 


trine of a literal Millenium, and repreſent him as a weak 


and credulous writer . An inſtance of ſo groſs a miſtake 
about the words of Valeſius may ſatisfy the reader of the 
neceſſity of taking the teſtimony of a certain claſs of wri- 


ters with a conſiderable reſerve. It would appear, indeed, 


that the Doctor had not taken the trouble to conſult Va- 
lefius himſelf. He quotes his words, juſt as they had been 


formerly perverted by Zuicker, and ſome other Sociman - 


writers; without paying the leaſt regard to the anſwers” gi- 
ven them by thoſe who have wrote on the other tide of the 
queſtion +. 


* Euſeb, Hiſt. I. iii. c. 39. f 

+ Since the preceding remarks were written, I have obſerved that Dr 
P. in his correſpondence with Dr Horſley, has acknowledged that, inſtead 
of what is here afſerted, he ſhould have ſaid that Valeſius was of opinion 


The 


that this hiſtory was neglected and loſt * on account of the errors which 


« jt contained, and that thoſe errors could not be ſuppoſed to be any 
other than thoſe of the Unitarians:” adding, If I had conſulted the 
« paſſage at that time, I certainly ſhould have expreſſed myſelf in that 
more cautious manner #.” But it muſt be evident that the learned 
writer is far more ſparing in retracting, than in aſſerting, In the former 
work, this hiſtory is ſaid to have been 4 neglected and loſt by the an- 
*« cients, becauſe it was obſerved to favour the Unitarian. doctrine,” In 
this, that it was © on account of the errors which it contained.” In the 
former, the whole burden is laid on Valeſius. But here the Doctor takes 
it on his own ſhoulders, affuring us that no other errors could be ſup- 
poſed than thoſe of Unitarians. It is ſtill taken for granted that the Fa- 
thers did obſerve errors in this hiſtory, and that they neglected it on this 
account ; although all this reſts ſolely on the mere conjecture of a. wri- 
ter in the laſt century. It is alſo aſſumed that theſe could be no other than 
the Unitarian doctrines. In the Hiſtory of Early Opinions, when this aſ- 
ſertion appears for the third time, it is reduced a little further. The 
works of Hegeſippus were 4 neglected and loſt, on account of the errors 
they were ſuppoſed to contain: and * thoſe could hardly be any other 
«+ than the Unitarian doctrine 4.” It is to be hoped that if this Hiſtory 
de reviſed by Dr P., the next ſtep will be to throw out the paſſage entirely. 
But indeed, reaſoning on mere conjecture may deſerve a place in a Hi- 
ſtory which in general can boaſt of no better a foundation, 
Second Letters, p. 194, + * tit. p. 219, 230. 
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The Doctor adds, that the hiſtory of Hegeſippus « might 
© be leſs efteemed on account of the very plain unadorned 
« ſtyle in which all the ancients ſay it is written.“ It is 
difficult to believe that Dr P. could be convinced of the 
juſtneſs of this inference when he deduced it. For he muſt 


have obſerved that in theſe very paſſages of the ancients, 
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in which the ſtyle of Hegeſippus is mentioned as being 
plain and unadorned, they commend it on this very account. 
For this reaſon Euſebius ſeems to uſe the expreſſion, amda- 
n Tc;gavoaw, a fincere hiſtory,” if we may apply the Eng- 
liſh word in this ſenſe: and he connects it with arurarn 
_ ourratu yoaupn;, the moſt fimple ſtyle of writing.” But 
did this detract from his celebrity? On the contrary, Eu- 
ſebius ſpeaks of him in the higheſt terms, eywgtero . In- 
deed, the natural idea ſuggeſted by the connexion is, that 
he had been encouraged, from this internal evidence of fi- 
delity, to reſt on the teſtimony of Hegeſippus in the many 
things which, he ſays, he had extracted from him. Jerome 
alſo teſtifies that he had compriſed his five books in as 
« imple a ſtyle, as if he had ſtudied to expreſs, in the 
manner of his writing, the character of thoſe whoſe con- 
duct he imitated +.” Gobarus is alſo quoted by Photius, 
as declaring that Hegeſippus was an ancient apoſtolical 
« man 1. g | 

Dr P., in his Hiſtory of Early Opinions, goes over the 
ſame ground, with reſpect to Hegeſippus, only his courſe is 
ſomewhat more circuitoys, 

In reply to the objection, that Hegeſippus had omitted 
the Cerinthians, he ſays that he can ſee nothing extraordi- 
nary in “ this, as they were only one branch of the Gno- 
* ſtics, ſeveral of whom are in his liſt ; and it is not impro- | 
* bable that theſe Cerinthians, having been one of the 

« earlic 

# Hiſt. lib. iv. c. 8. + Catalog. Scriptor. Ecclef. in Hegeſip. 

t Ap. Bull, ubi ſup. . | 
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« perhaps extin& in his time. I do not know, he ſays, 


« that they are mentioned by any ancient writer as. exiſt. 
« ing ſo late as the time of Hegefippus #.” It is juſt as 
extraordinary that the Cerinthians ſhould be omitted, as 
that there ſhould be no mention of the Ebionites. Irenzus 
was cotemporary with Hegeſippus ; and while he reckons 
the Ebionites heretics, he gives a leſs particular account of 
them, than of the Cerinthians. According to our author's 
plan, we may therefore ſuppoſe that the former overs they. 
leſs confiderable than the latter. 

His conjeQure, that Hegeſippus would be no we7 Wei 
ed at the doctrine of the deity of Chriſt, is certainly a moſt 
unnatural one. That Hegeſippus, though an Unitarian 
« himſelf, ſhould ſpeak as he does of the ſtate of opinions 
in the ſeveral churches which he viſited, as then retaining 
&« the true faith, is, I think, very natural. The only hereſy 
that diſturbed the Apoſtle John, was that of the Gnoſticsz 
and all the eleven kinds of herefies enumerated by this 
« writer, are probably only different branches of that one 
« great hereſy. | If, therefore, the churches which he viſit- 
« ed were free from Gnoſticiſm, he would naturally ſay 
that they retained the true faith. For as to the doctrine 
« of the perſonification of the Logos, held then by Juſtin 
*« Martyr, and perhaps, a few others, it was not, in its ori- 

gin, ſo very alarming a thing; and very probably this 
plain man had not at all confidered its nature and ten- 
« dency, if he had heard of it +,” The doctrine of the Lo- 
gos, as held by Juſtin, muſt have been fully as alarming to 
an Unitarian as any tenet of the Gnoſtics. For, according 
to his views, it muſt have totally changed the perſon of the 
Saviour, giving him a divine inſtead of a human perſon. 
Ie muſt . b the whole frame of the Moſaic diſ- 

es ; a "gt penſation; 
. „vi . 4 Ibid. p. 224 
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penſation; for Juſtin aſcribed it to the Logos. It muſt 
have changed the very nature of worſhip, and in the opi- 
nion of an Unitarian, have introduced the adoration of more 
Gods than one. For Juſtin exhibits the Logos as the object 
of worſhip. It muſt have given a repreſentation of the 
Divine Being entirely new, as ſubfiſting in three perſons, 
inſtead of one. For Juſtin maintained the deity and diſtin 
perſonality of the Holy Ghoſt. What ſort of Chriſtian, 
then, muſt Hegefippus have been, who found ſome who. 
changed the perſon of the Saviour, the whole frame of the 
Moſaic economy, the nature, and the very object of wor- 
ſhip; and yet gave an expreſs teſtimony in their favour, as 
retaining the true faith ? How could he, as an honeſt man, 
fay, that they * all held the ſame doctrine which was pro- 
claimed by the hw, by the prophets, and by our Lord 
„ himſelf?” In this caſe muſt not truth and error, divinity 
and humanity, have been the ſame in his account? Hege- 
ſippus was a plain writer. But would our author thence 
infer that he was a fool, a man ſo very plain that he could 
H% not perceive the dreadful wickedneſs of polytheiſm and 
1 | 1dolatry ? If this was the caſe, why is the Doctor ſo anxious 
"ty to have the honour of his teſtimony ? 

He ſuggeſts a doubt as to Hegeſippus having ſo much as 
heard of this doctrine. But it drops in very aukwardly at 
the end of a ſentence, as if aſhamed to make its appearance: 
* if he had heard of it.” Even ſuppoſing this doctrine 
to have been introduced by Juſtin, and that all Chriſtians 
had formerly been Unitarians ; it is totally incredible that 
they ſhould not have been exceedingly and univerſally 
alarmed at the very mention of what, if they were ſuch 
Unitarians as Dr P., muſt have appeared to them the doc- 
trine of a plurality of Gods. But there is no ſymptom of 
alarm. The Doctor himſelf, as we have formerly ſeen, 
acknowledges that this is ſomething extraordinary *. In his 
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Chronology, he does not make Hegeſippus to flour i , till 
ſeven years after the death of Juſtin, Was the Martyr's 
doctrine all this time dead and buried with him? 

So extremely ill-founded is the Doctor's conjecture, that 
Euſebius, in one place where he mentions Hegeſippus, 
clearly intimates that he could be no ſtranger to the doQtrine 
of Juſtin Martyr, whatever it had been. But Pius,” be 
ſays, © dying in the fifteenth year of his epiſcopate at Rome, 
* Anicetus ſucceeded him in this office. Hegeſippus re- 
« lates that in his time he came to Rome, and abode till the 
« epiſcopate of Eleutherus. At that time, above all others 
* flouriſhed Juſtin, under the habit of a philoſopher preach · 
ing the word of God, and contending earneſtly for the 
« faith in his writings. For at that time he dwelt at Rome *. 
Some have underſtood the laſt expreſſion + as ſignifying 
that he held diſputations there. This is aſſerted by Jeromf, 
and alſo by Photius l. Euſebius elſewhere informs us 
that he publicly diſputed with Creſcens, a Cynic Phi- 
loſopher, who accuſed him to the Emperor 6. But at any 
rate, he was a perſon eſpecially diſtinguiſhed at Rome; Tt 
would ſeem from the account given by Euſebius, that He- 
ge ſipus reſided there, before the martyrdom of Juſtin. Thus, 
it is probable that they were both at Rome at the ſame 
time, However this ſhould be, it is abſolutely inconcei- 
vable that Hegeſippus could be a ſtranger to the doctrine of 
a perſon ſo famous. 

Before this period, the doctrine of Juſtin n have been 
well known through Afia Minor. For it was at Epheſus, 
the metropolis, that he had his diſpute with Trypho *®*, 
The Doctor undoubtedly ſuppoſes that the church of Ephe- 
rr ct dh Hs aa 5 or 
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Catalogus in Juſtin. Bibliotheca in Proleg. nb. 
\ Hiſt. I. iv. c. x6. Eu. Hiſt. I. iv. c. 18, 
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John, ſtill retained its Unitarian orthodoxy. As Juſtin ſo 
fully and freely declared his ſentiments to 'Trypho-and the 
Jews who were with him, they could be no ſecret at Ephe- 
ſus. Indeed, there is not the leaſt reaſon to think that he 
would expoſe them to Jews, and conceal them from his 
* Chriſtian brethren there. If the Doctor's hypotheſis be 
juſt, they muſt, therefore, immediately have proclaimed 
him a heretic, and renounced all connexion with him, as 
one who betrayed the cauſe of Chriſtianity to its bittereſt 
enemies, by ſetting up new Gods. Juſtin, inſtead of being 
afterwards well received at Rome, another | Unitarian 
church, would have been univerſally ſhunned as a perverter 
of the faith, nay, as a groſs idolater. Inſtead of being ho- 
noured as a Martyr, his name would have been branded 
with indelible infamy. ; 

But Dr P. has ſome more conjectures in hare for us. 
+ Hegefippus,” he ſays, as an Unitarian, believed that all 
© the extraordinary power exerted by Chriſt was that of 
the Father, refiding in him, and ſpeaking and acting by 
„him, and he might imagine that theſe philoſophizing 
« Chriſtians, men of great name, and a credit to the cauſe, 
© held in fact the ſame thing, when they ſaid that this /ogos 
4 of theirs was not the /ogos of the Gnoſtics, but that of 
« John the Evangeliſt, or the wiſdom and power of God 
* himſelf. And though this might appear to him as a 
thing that he could not well underſtand, he might 
not think that there was any hereſy or much harm in it. 
+ Had he been told (but this he could only have had from 
< infpiration) that this ſpecious perſonification of the di- 
vine Logos, would, about two centuries afterwards, end 
in the doctrine of the perfect equality of the Son with the 
Father, this plain good man might have been a _ 
« ſtartled.” 

All this is ſo extremely thallow, that nothing but the 

| 2 >. - - abſolbte 


8 Chap: II. among Jewiſh Chriſtians. | 27 
W abſolute indefenfibleneſs of the cauſe could have forced it 
from the pen of our learned author. If what he aſſerts be 
true, that © it does not appear that any Jew, of ancient or 
« modern times, ever deduced” the doctrine of the Trinity 
from the Old Teſtament ; if the Jews always interpreted 
Ws « their ſcriptures as teaching that God is ſimply one, with- 
out diſtinQion of perſons ; and that the ſame being, that 
is perſon, that made the world, did alſo ſpeak to the pa- 
t triarchs and prophets, without the intervention of any 
= « other beings beſides angels “; if it would have made a 
« prodigious change in the ideas which the Apoſtles enter- 
« tained concerning Chriſt“ to paſs © from that of @ man 
ite themſelves—to that of the moſt high God, or one who 
% was in any ſenſe their maker or preſerver ;“ can it be 
once imagined that this ſuppoſed new doctrine would cauſe 
no alarm whatſoever to Hegeſippus, a Jeuiſb Chriſtian? 
Muſt he not have known that Juſtin and his brethren main- 
tained that this Logos ſubſiſted from eternity; that the Fa- 
ther by him made the worlds; that it was he who ſpoke to 
the patriarchs, and declared himſelf to be the I Au, the 
God of Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob; that, as a perſon, he 
was numerically diſtin from the Father ; that he was 
not an attribute, but begottten ; that he was true God, and 
equally entitled to religious worſhip with the Father ; that 
he united the divine and human natures in himſelf ? Could 
Hegeſippus, notwithſtanding, ſuppoſe that there was not 
“any hereſy, or much harm in it?” Would he be totally 
indifferent to what the Docto is pleated to call © the riſe | 
« of Chrittian idolatry {?” Aſſertions of this kind are ſo 
groſs an inſult to the human underſtinding, as ſcarcely to 
deſerve an anſwer. If Hegefippus was capable of enter- 
taining ſuch ideas, he did not believe the unity of God in 


Vol. i. p. 7. f Hiſt, Cor. vol. i. p. 2, f Juſtin, Dial. p. 286, 
$ Vol, iii. p. 2. | | 
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the Socinian ſenſe. This certainly is the truth. He faw 
neither hereſy nor harm in the doctrine of Juſtin ; becauſe, 
as we have proved, it was his own. 

Dr P. further ſays ; That Euſebius and others ſhould 
« ſpeak of Hegeſippus with reſpect, (from which it hath 
« been argued that he could not poſhbly have been an 
« Ebionite) appears to me nothing extraordinary, though 
te jt ſhould have been known to them that he was one, con- 
« Gdering that they quote him only as an hiſtorian z and 
« ſuppoſing what is very probable, that he did not treat of 
e doctrinal matters, but confined himſelf to the acts of the 
„ Apoſtles, c. —eſpecially as he was the only hiſtorian of 
d that age, and had always been held in eſteem “.“ Al- 
though it were true that they quoted him, only as an hiſto- 
rian, had he been as blind and infatuated as Dr P. ſuppoſes, 


he would have been unworthy of reſpe& in this character. 


How could he, who perceived no harm in avowedly ſetting 
up another as the God of his fathers, one whom, he muſt 
have believed, they knew not, be qualified to write the hi- 


ſtory of the church, to diſtinguiſh truth from error, or know 


one hereſy from another ? Had Euſebius known him to be 
an Ebionite, and yet to write as he did, he never would 
have reckoned him worthy to be quoted. 

But Euſebius does not quote him as an hiſtorian only, 
For, as we have ſeen, according to the teſtimony of that 
writer, Hegefippus © had left the moſt accurate and full de- 


e claration of his judgment concerning the faith.” There- 


fore, he calls his work, in connexion with ſome others, 
the written orthodoxy of the apoſtolical tradition of the 
« ſound faith.” Can any atteſtation be ſtronger ? | 

Can it be ſuppoſed,” the Doctor adds, that Euſebius, 


4 in expreſsly quoting ancient authorities againſt thoſe who 


held the opinion of the ſimple humanity of Chriſt, would 
: | «not. 
* Ibid. p. 227. | '. 3 
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« not have cited Hegeſippus, as well as Irenæus, Juſtin 
« Martyr, and others, if he could have found any thing in 
« him for his purpoſe ? This may be confidered as a proof 
« that there was nothing in his work unfavourable to the 
« doftrine of the Ebionites. A negative argument can 
« hardly be ſtronger than this. Had there been any pre- 
« tence for quoting Hegefippus as a maintainer of the divi- 
« nity of Chriſt, he would certainly have been mentioned 
« in preference to Juſtin Martyr, or any others in the liſt ; 
not only becauſe he was an earlier writer, but chiefly be- 
RE < cauſe he was one of the Jewiſh Chriſtians, who are well 
2 known not to have favoured that opinion.“ Although 
it had been the caſe that Euſebius could not find any thing 

in Hegeſippus expreſsly againſt the Ebionites, yet this 

could prove nothing as to the queſtion in debate, for the 
latter was not a polemical writer. He did not enter the 
ugs againſt the heretics in his time like the reſt mentioned 
by Eulebius; but only in general declared the true faith, 
= according to the apprehenfion of Euſebius. For this Plain 

| good man was not one of thoſe hiftorians who deal more in 

arguments, than in facts. 

It may with equal propriety be aſked, why Euſebius 
does not cite him againſt the Cerinthians, Nicolaitans, and 
others? Nay, with far more reaſon, why he is not quoted 
againſt the Simonians, but Juſtin and Irenæus only? Does 


given by Hegeſippus? Is it not, therefore, as natural to 
ſuppoſe that ſome thing particular might be found in his 
works againſt them? Yet Euſebius, though he ſpends a 
pretty long chapter againſt theſe heretics, never once al- 
ludes to Hegeſippus. Why does he not quote this hiſtorian 
againſt the Marcionites, a ſeQ particularly mentioned by 
Hegefippus? But Irenzus is preferred T. Why is there 
not 
* Ibid, p. 227, 228. + Euſ. Hiſt. 1, iv, c. 11. 


not Euſebius expreſsly mention theſe heretics as in the iſt 
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by Hegeſippus as heretics *? When the Doctor has an- 
an earlier writer; he quarrels with himſelf. For in his 


- Hegeſippus © was one of the Jewiſh Chriſtians, who are 


avail in oppoſition to what is poſitive. And we have al- 


; church, is occaſioually introduced, it is not uſed in the ſenſe in which it is 
arrogantly appropriated by the church of Rome, but in that common with 


. 


not a reference to him, in the accounts given by Euſebius 
of the Menandrians, Carpocratians, Valentinians, Baſili- 
dians, and Saturnilians, though all theſe are enumerated 


ſwered theſe queſtions, he may propoſe the other with a 

better grace. : | 
When our author ſays, that Hegeſippus ought to have 

been mentioned in preference to Juſtin, —becauſe he was 


Chronology, he ſays that Juſtin dried A. 163, and that He- 
geſippus flouriſhed A. 170. Arguments, meant to carry 
conviction to the mind, demand a little more attention. 
When he gives it as another reaſon of the ſame thing, that 


« well known not to have favoured” the dodtrine of our Sa- 
viour's divinity , he begs what he has ſtill to prove. And 
unleſs more ſubſtantial evidence be produced, it will never 
be proved to the ſatisfaction of any unbiaſſed mind. 

The Doctor may plume himſelf as much as he pleaſes, 
on the ſtrength of his . negative proof. It can be of no 


ready demonſtrated that Hegeſippus, in the eſtimation of 
the Catholic church +, held the orthodox faith. 

But Dr P. is not done with this article, The manner,” 
he ſays, © in which Hegeſippus quotes the goſpel of the 
« Hebrews, was ſuch as led Euſebius to think that he was 
an Hebrew Chriſtian. * He quotes ſome things from 
the goſpel according to the Hebrews, and the Syriac, and 
« efpecially in the Hebrew tongue, ſhewing that he was 


| «© one 
* Thid. I. iv. c. 7. a 
I It needs ſcarcely be mentioned, that when this phraſe, the Catholic 


early writers, as denoting the great body of Chriſtians profeſſionally adhe- 
ring to the doctrine of our Lord and his Apoſtles, in contradiſtinction 
from the various claſſes of heretics. 
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1 one of the Hebrew Chriſtians . We may, therefore, 
( conclude, that he quoted it with reſpect; and this was 
« not done except by thoſe who were Ebionites, or who 


= -- favoured. their opinions. As Hegeſippus wrote in Greek, 


« he muſt have been acquainted with the Greek goſpel, 
and therefore muſt have quoted that of the Hebrews 
« from choice, and not from neceſſity +.” The reaſoning | 
here is very fingular. Hegefippus guotes ſome things 
from the Hebrew goſpel ; therefore, he quoted ĩt with re- 
Jed. Therefore, he was an Ebionite. But we deny the 
WW firſt conſequence; and therefore, the ſecond. His quoting 
ir is no proof as to the deſign or manner of the quotation. 
As little is it any evidence of his being an Ebionite. For 
by a parity of reaſon, it might be urged that Ignatius was 
not only an Hebrew Chriſtian, but an Ebionite ; as he 
gives a paſſage from that goſpel in his epiſtle to the church 
of Smyrna . Had we as little of the writings of Clemens 
Alexandrinus as of Hegeſippus, the ſame concluſion might 
be formed; for he  expreſsly cites this goſpel g. Accord- 
ing to this rule, had we known nothing more of Jerom, | 
than that he tranſlated this gpſpel, with far more pro- 
bability might it have been inferred that he was an 
Ebionite. For ſurely, the tranſlation of a work is a much 
greater evidence of reſþe&, than the mere quotation of it.” 
But might not Hegeſippus quote this goſpel in regard to 
ſome circumſtances not mentioned in the other goſpek, as 
Ignatius, Clemens Alexandrinus and others have done; 
without giving it any preference, or even placing it on a 
level with them? Thus Origen quotes it; “ not for au- 
| f A thority,” 
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a aby ”” as he fays, © but only for the manifeſtation of 
his preſent purpoſe *. 1 

Ie all the Hebrew Chriſtians of that age had been Evion. 
ites, and if Hegefippus alſo in his work had diſcovered his 
attachment to their doctrine, either as to the perſon of 
Chriſt or the ceremonial law, Euſebius would have had no 
occaſion to mention fo dubious a circumſtance, as that of 
Hegefippus quoting the goſpel to the Hebrews, as a proof 
of his being one of them. 

If, as Dr P. inſinuates, the prejudice of Euſebius 4 . 

* gainſt the Unitarians of his own time“ was ſo ſtrong, 
that he did not incline to diſcover the peculiar perſuaſion of 
Hegeſippus , it muſt follow that Euſebius had not the re- 
moteſt idea, that his ſpeaking of this writer as a Jewiſh 
« Chriſtian,” neceſſarily implied that he was an Ebionite. 
Otherwiſe, our author muſt ſuppoſe that Euſebius was ſo 
_ filly, as not to be able to keep his own ſecret, even when he 

wiſhed to do it. Is it ſaid that Euſebius could not propoſe 
to conceal the profeſſion of Hegeſippus, becauſe it muſt 
have been as well known as his name or writings ; but 
from his prejudice againſt the Ebionites, did not incline ex- 
preſsly to mention his connexion with them? But how did 
Euſebius dare to deſcribe him as an orthodox writer; when 
every one who knew the character of Hegeſippus muſt have 
had it in his power to charge Euſebius with a wilful falſe- 
hood ; when he muſt thus have expoſed his own character 
to eternal diſgrace ? 

The wards of Euſebius do not imply that, in his appre- 
denſion, there was any thing peculiar in the Chriſtianity 
of Hegeſippus. They ſeem only meant to expreſs his opi- 
nion that the ancient hiſtorian, by quoting the Hebrew 
goſpel, © ſhewed that he was a believer of Hebrew ex- 
tract.“ If any one ſhould conclude, from the language of 


Euſebius, that Hegeſippus alſo quoted from the Syriac ver- 


: | £ fion 
+ Tract, 8. in Matth. + Hiſt. of Cor. vol. i. p. 8. 
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ſion of the * Teſtament; and thence, that he did not, 
like the Ebionites, confine himſelf to the Hebrew goſpel; 
it might be difficult for Dr P. to prove the contrary. | It 
is the opinion of the learned, that, before the cloſe of the 
firſt century, or at leaſt, during the ſecond, there was a 
verſion of the New Teſtament in the Syriac language. 


This indeed has been aſcribed to the Apoſtle Thaddeus. 


But it may afterwards appear, that there is more direct e- 
vidence that Hegeſippus acknowledged thoſe books as ca- 
nonical, which were rejected by the Ebionites. 

The Doctor's laſt proof of the Unitarianiſm of this hi- 
ſtorian is thus expreſſed : © The manner in which Hege- 
« ſippus ſpeaks of James the Juſt, is much more that of an 
« Unitarian, than of. a Trinitarian. * James the Juſt,! ſays 
« Euſebius, * is repreſented by Hegeſippus as ſaying, Why 
do you aſk me concerning Jeſus the Son of Man +? This 
looks as if both James and the hiſtorian were Unita- 
« rians 4.“ But this proves nothing as to the faith of He- 


geſippus himſelf. For whatever were the words of James, 
it was his duty, as an hiſtorian to relate them faithfully. 


Were any Trinitarian to write the hiſtory of Dr P. would 
it be neceſſary for him, in order to avoid the impuration 
of Hereſy, when relating the Doctor's wards, to give him 
the language of Orthodoxy * Some may be ſo ſevere as to 
inſinuate that our author's own method of writing hiſtory 


is ſomewhat ſimilar to this. But it has not yet become | 


general, Nor has it-the ſanQion of antiquity. If, there- 
fore, there be any Unitarianiſm here, the 1 * 
muſt reſt on James. 


The uſe of this appellation, Jan of Mau, can no more 


prove that James was an Unitarian, than that our Lord 


Vor. II. | C \ himſelf 
* Michaelis Lectures, ſe. 48. 49. Spanheim. Hiſtor. Chriſtian. Saec. a 
p. 650. 


f Hiſt, L. l. e. 23. P. 99. + Vol. ili. p. 229. 
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himſelf maintained this doctrine. For there is no evidence 

that the Apoſtle denied him a ſuperior character. Conſi- 

dering his purpoſe, it was the moſt proper expreſſion that he 

could uſe. The queſtion immediately propoſed to him 

was; What is the door of Jeſus who was crucified ?” 

But the deſign of the queſtion appears from the preceding 

part of the quotation. Thence we learn, that “ becauſe 

„ many of the rulers believed, there was a tumult of the 

« Jews, and Scribes and Phariſees, wha cried out that the 

hole people were in danger of reckoning that Jeſus was 

« the Chriſt; that therefore, aſſembling together, they ſaid 

© to James, Reſtrain the people, we mtreat thee, as they are 

e deceived concerning Jeſus, accounting him the Meſſiah.” 
Now, could there he any language more proper than that 

which he uſes? Could there be any proof of Jeſus being 

indeed the Meſſiah, more convincing than that which he 
gives? © Why do ye.aſk me concerning Jeſus the Son of 

« Man? Even he fits in heaven at the right hand of the 

great Power, and ſhall come in the clouds of heaven.” 

He calls Jeſus the Son of Man, becauſe he had himſelf ge- 

nerally uſed this phraſe to denote his incarnation ; and be- 
cauſe he was foretold, under this name, as the Meſſiah, 
Dan. vii. 13. They aſked James concerning Jeſus as Me/- 
Aab; and he gives them a direct anſwer. To his cruci- 
| fixion, mentioned by them, he oppoſes his exaltation, as a 
proof that thoſe who accounted him the Meſſfab were not 

| deceived, A mere declaration of his deity would not 
have been in point. But it is materially exprefſed in theſe 
words, He fits at the right hand of the great Power, and 
„ ſhall come in the clouds.” We have formerly ſhown in 
what ſenſe the Jews underſtood this language. When 
our Lord exprefſed himſelf in this manner, before the 
counſel, they cried out, Blaſphemy ! Indeed, the language 
here aſcribed to-James, is nearly the ſame as that of our 
- | | Lord. 


Bock iii. chap. ii. 
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Lord. Hereafter ſhall ye ſee the Son of Man fitting on the 
right hand of power, and coming in the clouds / heaven, 
Mat. xxvi. 64. The Jews then reckoned that Jeſus was 
guilty of blaſphemy againſt God. But when the ſame ex- 
preſſions and ſentiments are uſed by one of his diſciples, 
they are urged by a Chriſtian teacher, as @ proof that the 
ſpeaker confidered him as a mere man. 

The argument derived from the note of Valeſius has 
been already conſidered, as far as it regards Hegeſippus. 
But as Valeſius extends his reflection to thoſe works of Cle- 
mens Alexandrinus which are loſt, our author, who, like a 
drowning man, graſps at every twig, endeavours to profit 
by this circumſtance. © Though Clemens,” he fays © was 
« not an Unitarian, yet he never calls Unitarians heretics 
and fince in his account of heretics in general, which are 
pretty frequent, he evidently means the Gnoſtics only; 
« and therefore virtually excludes Unitarians from that de- 
« ſcription of men; it is by no means improbable but that 
in thoſe writings of his which are loſt, he might have 
« ſaid things directly in favour of the Unitarians .“ Cle- 
mens takes as little notice of the Cerinthians ; though they 
are mentioned by Tertullian a writer of the ſame age. Is 
it not enough that Clemens, even in the judgment of our 
author, was not an Unitarian ? Muſt his fincerity be doubt- 
ed, merely becauſe he does not particularly mention thoſe 
as heretics, whoſe principles were contrary to his? His An- 
cerity # I ſay; for no man can truly believe the Deity of 
Chriſt, and not reckon thoſe heretics who deny it. Is it 
not enough, that · Clemens maintained a doctrine as oppoſite 
to theirs as light to darkneſs ? 

That the Jews were driven out of Jeruſalem before Cle- 
mens wrote, is undeniable. Now, Dr P. ſays; What 
became of thoſe that were driven out of the city by A- 
+ drian, does not appear,—Their numbers, we may ſup- 


C 2 + poſe, 
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<« poſe, were gradually reduced, till at length they became 
«* extint*,” When our author makes ſuch a conce 
he. cannot blame us, if we reckon it probable that, in the 
time of Clemens, they made very little figure. But mere- 
ly becauſe he does not call them heretics, it is a very 
ſtrange inference, that probably he ſaid things directly 
in their favour,” in thoſe of his writings which are loſt, 
The amount of this reaſoning is; „It is known that his 

principles were the very reverſe. But as he ſays no- 
A thing directly againſt them, in one work; it is probable 
© that he ſaid ſomething directly in their favour in ano- 
ether.“ | 

But after all, the Doctor's aſſertion is contrary to fact. 
In the fulleſt lift of heretics given by Clemens we find one 
claſs mentioned, which does not ſeem to have been gene- 
rally attended to. After ſpecifying thoſe who are denomi- 
nated from the name of their leader, as the Valentinians, 
Marcionites and Baſilidians ; © others,” ſays he, receive 
their name from a place, as the Peratici .“ Who theſe 
are, we ſhall find by tracing the Judaizing Chriſtians after 
their baniſhment from Jeruſalem. Our author ſays, that 
it is molt probable that they joined their brethren at 
Pella, or Beræa in Syria, from whence they had come to 
« reſide at Jeruſalem f. Here Dr P. ſeems to confound 
the city with the country in which it lay; or rather, Pe- 
ræa, a country beyond Jordan, ſtrictly comprehending the 
poſſeſſions of the tribes of Reuben and Gad, with Bara, 
a city of Syria between Antioch and Hierapolis. The re- 
gions referred to has ſtill been called Peræa by the mo- 
derns {, and in this they are {upported by the authority of 


the 
#* Vol. iii. p. 232. 
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the ancients. Dr P. himſelf acknowledges that Epipha- 
nius mentions Perza as the reſidence of the Nazarenes *% 
This region is called Perez by Joſephus, who ſays that 
Pella is its boundary on the North +, Pella was the name 
of the city, and Perza of the country: for it literally fig- 
nifies the country vc, beyond the river . | 

Nothing, thetefore, cun-fe amen chats Gan thadehs\ Us 
ga run, who 4 received their name from their fitnation,” 
were the inhabitants of ea. Theſe, in the eſtimation 
of Clemens, were Heretics: and our author does not refuſe 
that they were Zbioniten. Thus he needs not flatter him- 
ſelf that Clemens, in thoſe writings which are loſt might 
have “ ſaid things directly in favour of the Unitarians ;” 
fince, in thoſe which ate extant, we find ſomething directly 
againft them. Even our author finds it neceſſary to ad- 
mit, in another place, that it may © be conjectured that 
Clements meant the Ebionites by the Peratici g.“ 

In the ſame chapter in which Dr P. appropriates Hege- 
fippus, he introduces Theodotion, Aquila and Symmachus, 
as men of eminence among Jewiſh Chriſtians, There- 
fore, we may turn our attention a little to them. I need 
not ſay, that by calling them Jew/b Cbriſtians he means 
that we ſhould conſider them as Unitarians. But although 
nnn EW pe on ir 
by the connexion. 

The Doctor informs us that, according to Epiphanius, 
« Theodotion was firſt a Marcionite, and then a Jewiſh con- 

C 3 vert. 
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vert. He alſo quotes Euſebius, as ſaying that Theo- 
«* dotion and Aquila were both Jewiſh proſelytes, whom 
* the Ebionites following, believe Chriſt to be the ſon of 
« Joſeph *. But in what ſenſe was Theodotion a . Jewiſh 
convert,“ a * Jewiſh proſelyte ? From all the account 
given by our author, one would conclude that he had join- 
ed the church of Chriſtian Hebrews. But of this there is 
no proof. After being a Marcionite, he became a proſelyte 
to Judaiſm. According to Cave, he totally abandoned 
Chriſtianity f. However, he has not mentioned his autho- 
-rity for this aſſertion. Some of the later Fathers reckoned 
Theodotion an Ebionite. But the circumſtance that ſeems 
to have given riſe to this opinion, is the aſſertion of Ire- 
nexus; quoted by Euſebius, that the Ebionites were fol- 
lowers of him and Aquila. As Irenzeus is giving an ac- 
count of their verſions, he might mean no more than that 
the Ebionites followed them in their tranſlations of thoſe 
paſſages of the prophecies which had been urged, by the 
generality of Chriſtians, as proofs of the miraculous con- 
ception . Jerom aſſerts that this tranſlator continued an 
unbeliever, although ſome conſidered him as an Ebio- 
% nite 5.“ Elſewhere: he fays that he- interprets with the 
poverty of an Ebionite |}. 

Aquila, having made a profeſſion of Chriſtianity, was 
baptized. But not renouncing judicial aſtrology, to which 
he had been addicted from his youth, but devoting him- 
ſelf to it more and more; he was excommunicated. Ran- 
kled at this diſgrace, he denied Chriſtianity, and joined with 
the wnbelieving Jews; being circumciſed, and becoming a a 

=. _ diſciple 
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diſciple of Rabbi Akiba, a moſt bitter enemy of the Chri- 
ſtians. He applied himſelf with great diligence to the 
ſtudy of the Hebrew language; and engaged in a new ver- 
fion of the Old Teſtament, eſpecially that he might oppoſe 
the verſion of the Seventy, and pervert the teſtimonies con- 
cerning Chriſt . Althqugh Jerom, in ſome inſtatices, ap- 
proves of his verſion, he rejeQs it in others, calling him 
« a contentious interpreter +.” As Irenzus calls both him 
and Theodotion Jeuiſh proſelytes, either he did not conſider 
them as Ebionites, or he did not conſider Ebionites as 
Chriſtians, For the phraſe, Jewiſh proſelyte, has never 
been underſtood by any but our author, as ſignifying a 
Chriſtian of any kind. Epiphanius, giving an account of 
Aquila, expreſsly contraſts the one expreſſion with the 
other; ſaying, © He denied Chriſtianity, —and became a 
« Jewiſh proſelyte f.“ Jerom expreſsly calls him a Jew g, 
when, in a ſingle inſtance, contraſting his interpretation with 
that of Theodotion and Symmachus. | 
The laſt mentioned Father ſeems to admit that Symma- - 
chus was an Ebionite ||. But we are informed by Epipha- 
nius, that Symmachus was by ' birth a Samaritan, and m- 
ſtigated by ambition, left the religion in which he had been 
educated, and was circumciſed a ſecond time on becoming 
a Jewiſh proſelyte ; but afterwards renounced the circum- 
ciſion, in a very peculiar manner, deſcribed on this occa- 
ſion . It is not eaſy to reconcile this account with the 
C 4 idea 
* Hieron, in Ifa. viii. Fabricii Bibliothec. Grec. lib. iii. c. 12, f. $, 


+} Pammach. Epiſt. Tom. 2. fol. 122. 


1 Toy Xeiriaviower agrnoz uno; xa Ty aur Ln, 1 gονννν,ẽʒu- 
c Xa KEpITEAVET HI Idas. De Menſur. ſect. 1 Fo 

8 Judzus Aquila interpretatus eſt v* Chriſtianus. In Hab. iii, 

Loc. ſup. cit. 

De Menſ. et Ponder, ſect. 1 6. 9 


40 Men of Eminence, Ve. Bock V. 
idea of his being an Ebionite; as thoſe who bore this name 
reckoned circumciſion neceſſary to ſalvation. 

8 The Doctor obſerves that © the greateſt account was 

* made of their verſions of the Hebrew ſcriptures by 
learned Chriſtians of all parties, eſpecially that of Sym- 
«* machus, which is perpetually quoted with the great- 
eſt reſpe& by Origen, Euſebius and others.” Euſebius 
ſays that Symmachus became an Ebionite. But when he 
quotes this tranſlator, he ſays that he wrote on the Goſpel 
of Matthew, to © ſupport the hereſy formerly mentioned 
Whether he was right, or not, in calling him an Ebionite, 
. or in what ſenſe ſoever his language be underſtood concern- 
ing this work af Symmachus; when he tells us that the 
deſign of it was to ſupport the hereſy of the Ebionites, that 
interpreter cannot well be ſaid to be quoted with the great- 
eft reſpett, by an author who elſewhere ſays that the Ebio- 
nites were under the power of a malignant demon.” The 
verſion of Theodotion was much uſed by the orthodox, but 
only as it was marked with notes of cenſure by Origen, to 
point out its defects, redundancies and errors. Jerom ſays 
of theſe three tranſlators, that © by a crafty interpretation, 
they concealed many of the myſteries of religion +.” 
The reaſon of the attention paid to theſe verſions ſeems to 
have been, the force that any argument in favour of the 
truth acquired, as being derived from a tranketion made by 
its bittereſt enemies. 

Thus it ſeems evident that our learned author has no 
elaim to Aquila: and his title to Theodotion and Symma- 
chus is liable to various objections. 


CHAP. 
* Hit. lib. vi. c. 17. p. 278. | 


+ Multa myſteria Salvatoris ſub dola interpretatione celarunt, Apo- 
log. adverſ. Ruffin, Epiſt. Tom, 2. fol. 76. 
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= 


C H A P. III. 
The Hebrew Chriſtians not Ebionites. 


S thoſe who were called Ebionites denied the deity of 

Chriſt, Dr P. endeavours to prove that all the Jewiſh 
Chriſtians were Ebionites in opinion, and that they all re- 
ceived this name. It is worthy of notice, that this is the 
very plan that Toland purſues, in his Nazarenus, when 
attempting entirely to ſubvert Chriſtianity. But the falſity 
of this hypotheſis appears from various conſiderations. 

1. According to Dr P.'s teſtimony, Hegeſippus was one 
of theſe” Hebrew Chriſtians. He has exerted himſelf to 
the utmoſt to prove that this ancient Hiſtorian was 'an 
Ebionite. He has eſpecially endeavoured to eſtabliſh this 
from the circumſtance of his not calling the Ebionites here- 
tics. This is the very argument uſed by Toland . But 
we have ſeen, that Hegeſippus believed the ſame doctrine 
with Euſebius ; who has never been ſuſpected of any attach- 
ment to the Ebionites. All the evidence, therefore, that 
hath been brought to prove the orthodoxy of Hegeſippus, 
as Euſebius expreſſes it, with equal force proves that of 
theſe Hebrews who were properly called Chriſtians. 

2. According to Hegeſippus, the church of Jeruſalem 
was pure in doctrine till the time of the martyrdom of Si- 
meon 4. If ſhe was pure in the eſtimation of Hegeſippus, 
ſhe muſt have been pure in that of Euſebius alſo ; becauſe 
their faith was the ſame. Therefore, ſo far was the church 
of Jeruſalem from conſiſting wholly of Ebionĩtes, that there 
were none in communion with her before this period. Of 
* conſequence, the OF of our Saviour was believed by this 


church 
* Nazarenus, ap. Moſheim. Vindiciae, p. 157. 


+ Fuſ, Hiſt. lib, iti, c. 42. - 3 
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church from the earlieſt times. But this is not merely to 
be inferred from the account given by Hegeſippus. We 
have the expreſs teſtimony of Euſebius himſelf, a teſtimony 


exhibited after the moſt accurate inquiry. I never yet 


„could find,“ he ſays, how long theſe biſhops preſided 
« at Jeruſalem. This only have I learned from the moſt 
ancient writers, that till the Jews were beſieged under 
« Adrian, fifteen biſhops have in conſtant ſucceſſion pre- 
„ ſided over that church; all of whom are mentioned as 


„ Jews by birth, and as /awfully holding the doctrine of 


* Chriſt, ſo that they were eſteemed moſt worthy of the 
« epiſcopal office, by thole who were mo/t capable of 
forming a judgment of theſe things *. Is it in the leaſt 
degree credible that Euſebius would have ſpoken in this 
manner of theſe men, had he reckoned them, as he ſays of 
the Ebionites, * under the power of a malignant demon?“ 

3. The Ebionites were heretics in the eſtimation of the 
believing Hebrews. They were accounted ſuch by the 
Gentile Chriſtians. They are introduced in the heretical 
catalogue by Irenæus +, and by Tertullian f. But if they 


were accounted heretics by Gentile Chriſtians, they could 


be viewed in no other light by believing Jews. For the 
latter held communion with the Gentile churches, as we 
have ſeen with reſpect to Hegeſippus. But while the Gen- 

tiles accounted the Ebionites heretics, there could have been 
no communion between them and thoſe of the Jewiſh na- 
tion, unleſs the latter had been of the ſame judgment. 

4. The church of believing Hebrews did not maintain 
the obſervation-of the cerenionial law to be neceſſary to 
ſalvation, nor impoſe it on Gentile converts. They belie- 

| ved 
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Jing na ta digac bai Tix on T0 TWY Tt read. £TiX £2y5bv dora - 
ro, xa. rns TwVv tener AUTE2y hos * 1; 021447 t. Hiſt. 
lib. iv. e. 85. | 

+ Adv, haer. lib. i. c. 26. Tertullian de Praeſcript. c. 48. 
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ved that God put no difference. between the Gentiles and 
them; and that it was tempting God, if they put this yoke 
about the neck of the diſciples, 'which neither their fathers 
nor themſelves were able to bear,” Acts xv. 9, 10. But the 
Ebionites maintained that the ceremonial law was obliga- 
tory on all, and that men could not be ſaved without it *. 
Therefore, they refuſed to hold any communiòn with thoſe 
Gentiles who did not obſerve the law. Thus we find 
Juſtin ſpeaking of ſome in his time who made a pro- 
feſſion of Chriſtianity : But of thoſe, O Trypho, who 
« are of your nation, and ſay that they believe in Chriſt, 
« who force the Gentiles, believing in this Chriſt, in all 
© reſpeQts to live according to the law of Moſes, or elſe de- 
« prive them of communion in all mutual intercourſe, in 
like manner I ſhould reje& them 4.” The nature of this 
communion evidently appears from, what he had ſaid be- 
fore. The language uſed ſeems to have been provetbial, 
intimating that they refuſed all ſort of intercourſe with 
them. 80 far from being one body in ſacred matters, 
they refuſed all c:vi/ fellowſhip. They treated them as if 
they had been formally excommunicated, The Ebionites, 
in their attachment to the ritual worſhip, carried matters 
ſo far as in ſome ſenſe to adore Jeruſalem. | For Irenzus 
ſays; © They adore Jeruſalem, as being the houſe of 
God ||.” This they did not do, merely before the de- 
ſtruction of that city, and of the per but long after, 
even in the age of that writer. 
| It | 
* Atv n T&rTw; aureig Tn egen benrruns, ws; fan an a prong 
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If we may preſume to judge of the opinions of thoſe. 
Hebrews who were properly reckoned Chriſtians, from the 
decree of the Synod of Jeruſalem, as recorded in the lan- 
_ guage of inſpiration; we ſhall find that they had not a 
very favourable idea of thoſe who thought and acted as the 
Ebionites did. With reſpect to ſuch as troubled the Gen- 
tiles w:th words, ſaying, Ye muſt be circumciſed, and keep the 
law ; they not only aver, that they gave them no ſuch com- 
mandment, but charge them with /ubverting the /ouls of 
the Gentiles. Now, whatever Dr P. make of his beloved 
Ebionites, he will be at a loſs to find one of them here. 
For the ſentence of this truly venerable court, expreſsly 
prohibiting the impoſition of the ceremonial law on the 
Gentiles, pleaſed the Apoſtles, and elders, with the whole 
church, Acts xv. 22. 24. It was the wiſh of a man of emi- 
nence among the Jewiſh Chriſtians, that they were cut of, | 
that tronbled the Galatians with the ſame doctrine; whe- 
ther he ever realized it or not. He accounted thoſe, who 
thus troubled them, perverters of * goſpel of Chriſt, 
Gal. v. 12.1. 7. 

5. The Hebrew believers were not Ebionites; for the 
latter were not reckoned to be properly Chriſtians. There- 
fore Tertullian ſays of Ebion, that he propoſed the law 
to the excluſion of the Goſpel, and to the ſupport of Ju- 
« daiſm *.” To the ſame purpoſe are the words of Jerom; 
« Why do I ſpeak of the Ebionites, who only pretend 
« that they are Chriſtians?” There is one authority, 
which, with the Doctor's leave, we regard more than any 
of theſe. It is that of an Hebrew of the Hebrews, who aſ- 
ſerts that if any were circumciſed, vis. accounting it neceſ- 
ſary to ſalvation, Chriſt could profit them nothing, he was 
become of none effect to them, they were fallen from grace, 
Gal. v. 2, 3. 


6. The 


* Legem etiam proponit ad excludendum Evengelion, et vindicandum 
Judaiſmum. De Preſcript. c. 48. 
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6. The Jewiſh Chriſtians received as canonical the four 
Goſpels, and the Epiſtles of Paul. This is evident from 
the teſtimony of Euſebius. For after mentioning theſe, 
with the firſt Epiſtles of John, and the firſt of Peter, he 
adds; Theſe, indeed, are received by common conſent . 
But how could he ſay ſo, if the whole Jewiſh church re- 
jected them all, but the Goſpel of Matthew? That the 
Ebionites did ſo, we are certain from the teſtimony of the 
ſame hiſtorian : © They think that all the epiſtles of the 
„ Apoſtle Paul are to be rejected, calling him an apoſtate 
from the law; embracing that Goſpel only, which is ſaid 
to be according to the Hebrews, they make little account 
of the reſt +.” The ſame is afferted by Irenzus, with 
this difference only, that he calls it the Goſpel according 
to Matthew t. They curtailed the only Goſpel which 
they acknowledged. For they cut off the two firſt chap- 
ters; as they diſbelie ved the miraculous conception. 
| Had the Hebrew Chriſtians in general rejected all but 

this Goſpel, their biſhops muſt haye agreed with them. 
But had this been the caſe, would Euſebius have deſcribed 
them as cordially receiving the faich of Chriſt ?” Could 
theſe be accounted the genuine ſucceſſors of the Apoſtles, 
who rejected almoſt all the apofo/ical writings? When the 
ſame hiſtorian ſpeaks of the Goſpel according to the He- 
brews, as that © in which thoſe of the Hebrews, who have 
«received Chriſt, e/pecrally delight i: ſore have thought 
that he refers to the Ebionites. Of this opinion was Ru- 
finus $.- But although we ſhould ſuppoſe that Euſebius 
ſpeaks of the believing Hebrews in general, it is certainly 


moſt 

* Hift. lib, iii. c. 25. + Ibid. e 26. 
Adv. Haer. lib. i. c. 26. It has been conjectured with rn 
2nce of probability, that what is called the Goſpel according to the He- 


brews, was merely an interpolated copy of Matthew's Goſpel in Hebrew. 
See Jones's Method of ſettling the Canon, vol. i. p. 152. 
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moſt natural to think, that the Goſpel in which they de- 
lighted, was very different from that uſed by the Ebionites. 
'Theſe heretics appear in another light, in the chapter im- 
mediately following, where he informs us that they re- 
ceived this Goſpel only. We have, indeed, certain proof 
of the general reception of the Epiſtles of Paui among the 
believing Hebrews, from the language of the Apoſtle of 
the circumciſion, 2 Pet. iti. 15, 16. unleſs Socinians be diſ- 
poſed to deny the canonical authority of this, Epiſtle, Epi- 
ſcopius himſelf, however warmly he eſpouſed the cauſe of 
the Socinians, renounces all connexion with the Ebionites 
on this very account, that © they loaded the Apoſtle Paul 
« with calumnies, and accufed Peter of lying. Therefore,” 
he ſays, © they appear to be the worſt of men .“ If Pe- 
ter calls thoſe unlearned and unſtable, who wreſted the wri- 
tings of his beloved brother Paul; if he ſays, that they did 
ſo to their own defiruftion ; what judgment would he have 
paſſed on thoſe who rejected them, who calumniated, nay, 
curſed their inſpired writer ? 


7. The generality of profeſſed Chriſtians of the Jewiſh 4 


nation believed the deity of Chriſt. This is atteſted by 
Sulpitius Severus, an hiſtorian of undoubted credit, We 
ſhall have occaſion to conſider his teſtimony afterwards. 
I need not ſay that all the Ebionites e that Jeſus was 
a mere man. 5 ts | 
As theſe confiderations may fatisfy any tandid _— 
that the Hebrew believers were not Ebionites in doQrine, 
it may alſo be juſtly inferred from them that Dr P.'s ſup- 
poſition, that they all received this name, is entirely ground- 
lefs. Thoſe who accounted the Hebrew Chriſtians ſound 
in the faith, would never give them a deſignation which 
properly belonged to a heretical ſect, whoſe leading doc- 
trines were equally deteſted by both. ; 


. n 
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CHAP. IV. 


Of the Origin of the Name of Ebionites 


R Paizbrzzr obſerves that the members of the 
„ Jewiſh church were, in general, in very low cir. 
« cumſtances, which may account for their having few 
« perſons of learning among them; on which account they 
« were much deſpiſed by the richer and more learned Gen- 
« tile Chriſtians, eſpecially after the deſtruction of Jeruſa- 
« lem, before which event all the Chriſtians in Judea 5 
(warned by our Saviour's prophecies concerning the de- 
« ſolations of that country) had retired to the north-eaſt of 
the ſea of Galilee. They were likewiſe deſpiſed by the 
« Gentiles for their bigotted adherence to the law of Mo- 
„ ſes. And on all theſe accounts they probably got the 
name of Ebionites, which ſignifies poor and mean, in the 
« ſame manner as many of the early reformers from Popery 
** got the name of Beghards, and other appellations of a ſi- 
© milar nature *.” The reaſon why the Doctor tixes on 
this, as the moſt probable origin of the name, is obvious. 
If it ſhould appear that the Ebionites received this deſig- 
nation from an individual, it would naturally follow that 
they received their doctrine alſo from him; and of courſe, 
that they did not conſtitute the bony of the Hebrew Chri- 

ſlians, but were heretics. 

Dr P. is not the firſt who has ak this ground. 
Zuicker, in his Jrenicum Irenicorum, hath preceded him. 
Our author, however, if I recolle& right, ſomewhere in his 
Letters to Dr Horley, ſays that he had not feen Zuicker. 
Perhaps he may have ſeen Toland. There is, at leaſt, a 
ſtriking coincidence between the account given of the ori- 

| Tf? $4) gin 


* Hiſt. Corrupt. vol. i. p. 7. 


gin of this name by Dr P. and that given by the Deiſt, 
He ſays that they were called E6:0nztes or beggars, by 
« their adverſaries, becauſe of their poverty, juſt as the firſt 
« Proteſtants in Flanders were called Gzeux *.” But upon 
3 candid examination of the ancient writers it will appear 
that there is as clear proof of the exiſtence of ſuch a perſon 
as Ebion, as there is of that of many other hereſiarchs 
whoſe exiſtence has never been doubted. 

Dr P., indeed, ſays; I have ſeen no evidence at all 
* that any perſon of that name ever exiſted. There is no 
founder of a ſe&, of whoſe hiſtory ſome particulars have 


% not been handed down to poſterity z but this is vox et 


. preterea mbil+.” Toland was of the ſame judgment; 
with this diſference, however, that he durſt not refuſe the 
tranſmiſſion of ſomething more than a mere voice. Some 
* perſons,” he ſays, © equally ignorant of the Jewiſh lan- 
** guage, and of the Chriſtian hiſtory, ridiculouſly invented 
« a certain Ebion (of whom they tell forma? ſtories) to be 
„the author of the Ebionites ; as they ſaw ſeveral other 
« ſets had peculiar founders, of | whom they derived their 
« appellation 1.“ GE: 7 Bora 
Tertullian, a moſt accurate writer, often mentions Ebion. 
Illuſtrating theſe words, God fent forth bis Son, made of a 


_ "woman, he ſays, ** That ſhe was a Virgin is evident, al- 


though Ebion denies it ||.” He introduces him in the 
ſame liſt with Marcion, Valentinus, Appelles and Simon, 
who were undoubtedly real perſons F. Speaking of the 
Apoſtle John, he ſays ; © But in his epiſtle, he eſpecially 
calls thoſe antichriſts, who denied that Chriſt was come 


Lin the fleſh, and who did not believe Jeſus to be the Son 


„of God ; Marcion maintained the former, Ebion the 


| | | « latter, 
* Nazarenus, c. g. p. 25. ap. Moſheim Vindiciz, ſect. 2. c. 5. p. gs. 
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« latter .“ Aſter giving an account of Cerinthus, he ſays; 
« His ſucceſſor was Ebion +.” He mentions him different 
times in his book De Carne Chriſti g. | 

Ebion is introduced by Philaſter, as the diſciple of Ce- 
rinthus. Marius Mercator, a writer cotemporary with 
Auguſtine, does not merely ſpeak of Ebion, but calls him 
2 Stoic Philoſopher ||. It has been alſo ſaid that his name 
is mentioned in the Talmud **, 

Jerom informs us that“ John, being ſolicited by the 
« biſhops of Aſia, wrote his goſpel againſt Cerinthus, and 
« eſpecially againſt the opinion of the Ebionites, then making 
« its appearance t.“ Therefore, even ſuppoſing that it made 
its appearance ſo early, can it be imagined that a writer of 
the learning and ſagacity of Tertullian, who flouriſhed only 
about an hundred years afterwards, would ſo often mention 
Ebion, if no ſuch perſon had ever exiſted ? Had he been 
in any doubt, would he not, rather have mentioned the 
ſect under the general name of Ebionites ? Will any one 
undertake to prove that he had no proper opportunity of 
knowing the certainty of Ebion's exiſtence, only about a 
century after the time of his ſuppoſed appearance? Is it 
not evident, that Tertullian was well acquainted with the 
Chriſtian writers who preceded him? Many of them he 
cloſely follows, and others he expreſsly cites, as Juſtin 
Martyr, Irenzus, Melito, Miltiades, Cc. There is ſcarcely 
a heretic of his age, or of the preceding ages, that he does 
not mention. And when they were denominated from 
any accidental circumſtance, he ſpeaks of them under 
this general deſignation. But in no other inſtance does he 
mention the name of an individual, unleſs be was the 
Vox. II. 5 D | founder 
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founder of the ſe&*, Whetber, 3 had Tertullian, or 
have the modern friends of this doctrine, beſt aeceſs to know 
the fact? He could have no end to ſerve in raifing up a 
fictitious herefiarch ; for he mentions ſeveral others who 
beld the ſame opinion: but Socinians haye, in their at- 
tempts to diſprove the exiſtence of Ebion. Had he been 
in a miſtake in mentioning Ebion, it may be ſuppoſed that 
ſome of his friends would have put him right. Although 
it ſhould be ſuppoſed to have gone abroad in one work, 
he would have guarded againſt it in another. Had none 
of his friends corrected him, ſome one of his enemies 
would. As Dr P. reckons Praxeas among Unitarians, and 
Tertullian wrote againſt him ; is it not ſuppoſable that he, 
or his followers, would have been ſharp-fighted enough ta 
obſerve the conſequence of one perſon being mentioned 
as the firſt of the party? If they knew that there never 
had been ſuch a perſon as Ebion, and that it was a fraud 
of their enemies, meant to diſgrace their principles; (and 
it is inconceivable that they ſhould not have had abundant. 
acceſs to know ;) would they not have accuſed: Tertullian 
of falſehood ? Thus, to reje& his teſtimony, would be to re- 
nounce all faith in hiſtory. _ 

The principal objection to what has been ſaid, is the de- 
rivation which Origen and Euſebius have given of this 
name. Origen ſays; * We have not received theſe things 
as thoſe beggars in underſtanding, t the Ebionites, deno+ 
% minated from the poverty of their mind. For a poor 


' 6 man is called Ebion with the Hebrews f.“ To the ſame. 


"purpoſe is the teſtimony of Euſebius. The ancients aptly. 
called thoſe Ebionites, who think poorly and meanly of 
1 Chriſt.“ 

* Juſtin Martyr ſpeaks as if it had been the mood rule in this caſe to 


| deſign every body af heretics from the name of their founder, Therefore, 


after mentioning the Marcionites, Valentinians, Baſilidians, and Saturni- 
lians, he ſays; Others are called by their names, even oue being dene- 
* minated from the author. of his opinion. * * p. 253. 
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« Chriſt #.”  Euſebius ſeems to have borrowed, the idea 
from Origen, whom he frequently quotes; for A 
cloſe of the chapter he gives his very words. 

But this is no argument againſt the exiſtence of Ebion,. 


Euſebius does not deny it; nor does he ſeem to have un- 
deritood the words of Origen ſo ſtrictly. All that he inſi- 
nuates is, that this name fitly expreſſed their real character. 
As all the Jewiſh names had a particular meaning, it was 


common with that people, if the name was found to be 
deſcriptive of the character of the perſon, to take particu- 
lar notice of it. Thus it was ſaid of Nabal, 1 Sam. xxv. 


25. © As his name is, ſo is he: his name is Nabal, and 


« folly is with him .“ This has been cuſtomary alſo with 
Chriſtian writers. Thus, Euſebius ſpeaks of Manes, the 
father of the Manicheans; Then he, who was juſtly 
called Manes, that is, the madman, who gave his name 


. * to that deviliſh hereſy, attempted the ſubverſion. of rea- 


„ ſon 4.“ The comments on the name of Arius were 
of che ſame kind. Some derived it from Ang, the name 
of the God of war. His followers were called Ariomanite. 
Momeim juſtly obſerves, that if thoſe who have ſpoken, of 
Ebion as a perſun had erred, the writers who ſucceeded 
them, eſpecially b. uſebius, would have taken notice of their 
error ||], Mangey alſo, in his reply to Toland, obſerves 
with great propriety, that, had theſe heretics received a 
name exprethve of their poverty, it would not have been 
an Hebrew, but a Syriac word; becauſe the former was a 


dead language 5. Even ſo early as the time of Exra, it 
was underſtood. by the learned only. For the people could. 


not underſtand the law without interpreters. 
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Epiphanius admits that comment on the name which 
ſeems to have been invented by Origen, in his ordinary - 
ſtyle of writing. But he makes no doubt of the exiſtence 


of the perſon. © The firſt,” he ſays, * who taught that 


* Chriſt was of the ſeed of man, that is, the Son of Joſeph, 
« was Ebion.” He alſo fays; © Ebion, tranſlated from 
Hebrew into Greek is r, (poor), and well might 
« he be called poor in underſtanding, in hope, and in deed, 
* who thought Chriſt a mere man, one who had hope in 
him upon a poor ground of faith. But they glory on this 
« account, calling themſelves poor, becauſe, they ſay, in 
the times of the Apoſtles they ſold their ſubitance, and 


laid it at the feet of the Apoſtles, and voluntarily redu- 


« ced themſelves to poverty; and therefore, they ſay, they 
« by all are called poor. But there is nothing of this true 
concerning them. But he was called Ebion at his birth, 
by prophecy | think, being poor and miſerable ; having 
received this name as an inheritance from his father and 
„mother “.“ The fame writer is ſo particular as to tell 
us the place of his refidence. Speaking of the Chriſtians 
as reſiding in Perza, he ſays; Thence an opportunity 
* was given to Ebion of propagating his error, and he firſt, 
« indeed, dwelt in Cocabe, c. as the certain knowledge 
«© (ny mig) reaching to us, repreſents matters +.” Our 
author cannot juſtly allege that there are no . particulars 
« handed down to poſterity” concerning this perſon. He 
may be unwilling to ſuſtain the teſtimony of Epiphanius; 


how much ſoever he endeavours to avail himſelf of it in 


ſome other inſtances. But it muſt be ridiculous to reject 
the teſtimony of an author, where he is ſo expreſs, and to 
quote it for any thing elſe. 
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From what Epiphanius ſays, it would ſeem that, in later 
times, the Ebionites aſhamed to acknowledge an uninſpired 
man as the head of their party, wiſhed to explain away the 
origin of the name. This they might the more readily 
attempt, becauſe of the little figure made by their herefiarch. 
Ebion is alſo mentioned by name in the larger copy of 

the Epiſtle of Ignatius to the Philadelphians “, by Pamphi- 
lus, in his Apology for Origen , by Hilary ty by err 
doret ||, by Auguſtin {, c. Wc. . 

Jerom, who was better acquainted with Hebrew 1 g 
than any of the Fathers, mentions Ebion times almoſt with- 
out number. He ſeems to have believed his exiſtence, ' as 
much as that of any other heretic. He claſſes him with 
Photinus , with Theodotus of Byzantium and Valen- 


tinus ++, with Praxeas, Cerinthus, and Novatus tt. - He 


expreſsly calls him the ſucceſſor of Cerinthus U. He in- 
deed gives a metaphorical turn to his name; but ſo as to 
ſhew that he believed the exiſtence of the perſon {{. He di- 
{tinguiſhes him from all the friends of his hereſy by calling 
him that berefrarch #**, 

If Socinians will ſtill deny the exiſtence of that he- 
retic, who is mentioned by ſo many writers, as the father 

D 3 of 

* Se. 6. Cotelerii Pat. vol. 2. p. 82. #" if 

t Orig. Oper. p. $58. ap. Ittig. de Hæreſ. ſect. 1. c. 6, 

$ Lib. 2. de Trinitat. p. 19. lib. 7. p. $1, $2. ibid. 

Lib. 2. de Hæret. fabul. c. 1. ibid. 

$ De Hereſ. c. 10. ibid. Vid. etiam Moſheim Vindic. p. 186. 167. 

* In Gal. i. 1. Eph. iv. Catalog. Scriptor. No. 117. 

t Adv. Helvid. $4 Proœm. in Mat. Adv. Luciferian. 

[1] Cherinthum et hujus e He bionem. Adv. Luciſerian. 
tom. 2. f. 49. 

$5 Judzi et Judaici erroris hæredes Hebionitæ, qui amilitate 
ſenſus nomen pauperum ſuſceperunt, c. In Eſai. Ixvi. 19. Sim wat 
in bove et aſino Hebion ; dignus pro humilitate ſenſus, 
nis ſui, Sc, In cap. i. 2. 

Hebion ille herefiarchem, In Gal. iii. 13, 
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of their doctrine; if they will perſiſt in urging the language 
af Origen and Euſebius, in oppoſition to poſitive evidence; 
- It is at leaſt reaſonable that they {ſhould confine themſelves 
to the interpreta ion which theſe ancients give of the name. 
They do not extend it, as Socinians do, to their literal po- 
verty or want of learning; but expreſsly reſtri&t it to their 
want of underſtanding. And. what proofs do they give of 
this? Not merely their attachment to an aboliſhed law, 
but according to Euſebius at leaſt, eſpecially the poverty of 
their faith concerning the Sa viour. But if the modern 
Ebionites claim a right to impoſe a ſenſe of their own on 
this name, they renounce that very authority whence alone 
they can plead that it was given as a ſignificative defignation. 
If Origen and Euſebius are not credible witneſſes as to the 
peculiar ſenſe in which it was impoſed by the ancients, 
they can deſerve no credit as to the circumſtance of its being 
impoſed in any ſenſe as a deſcriptive name. 
Dr P. ftarts another objection to the exiſtence of the 
herefiarch, © The term Ebionite, he ſays, ©. was long 
prior to that of Ebion. They who firſt uſed this term, 
« ſay nothing about the man from others, and they were 
too late to know any thing of him themſelves *.” 
Here he ſeems to refer to Irenæus, the earlieſt writer now 
extant, who uſes the term Ebzonite. Toland gives this ob- 
jection more exprefsly taking particular notice of © the fi- 
& lence of Irenæus. concerning any ſuch perſon as Ebion +.” 
In reply to this objection, the learned Moſheim obſerves, 
that no more can be concluded, againſt the exiſtence of 
Ebion, from the filence of Irenæus, than againſt that of 
Cerinthus, from the filence- of ſome other writers who 
mention the Cerinthians only: and that it is moſt pro- 
bable that he conſidered this name as derived from a parti- 


cular 


* Vol. iii. p. 177- + Moſheim Vindic. p. 182. 
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cular perſon, who was the father of the hereſy, becauſe as 
he, almoſt in every other inſtance, calls the ſects after the 
names of their leaders, informing his reader of this circum- 
ſtance q had he not followed this method here, he would 
moſt naturally have mentioned the reaſon of the variation. 
Had the name appeared to him as having any particular 
meaning, it is not ſuppoſable that he would have over- 
looked it. 

Tertullian is the rſt writer certainly e to — 
uſed the term Ebion. He indeed ſays nothing about the 
man from others.” But his very filence in this reſpect 
is in favour of the exiſtence of Ebion. It ſhaws that he 
conſidered the fact as generally known. Had he attempted 
to prove it, our author would moſt likely have inferred that, 
even in Tertullian's time, it was a problematical cireum- 
ſtance, whether ſuch a man had ever exiſted. But although 
in what he * ſays about the man he gives no others as his 
authority, he evidently follows the order obſerved by Ire- 
næeus, making Cerinthus the ſucceſſor of Carpocrates, and 
Ebion of Cerinthus. As Tertullian was well acquainted 
with the writings of Irenzeus, whom he calls that moſt 
« prying ſearcher into all doctrines “, had he imagined that 
the latter had omitted to mention Ebion from any doubt of 
his exiſtence, he would moſt probably have adverted tothis 


circumſtance, at leaſt in his own vindication. 


* 
0 


Bur Tertallian winte #260 -hith/ to hinow: wy; ing of 
« Ebion himſelf.” For the Doctor's objection muſt be pri- 
marily levelled againſt Tertullian, although he is kept in 
the ſhade; for he is reckoned the © firſt who uſed the term 
Ebion.” A reader, who paid no regard to chronology, 
wennde 1 

24 they 

* Omaium doctrinarum curioſiſſimus . Advert Valent. 

e. 5. 
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they 4 vs firſt uſed this term” had lived at leaſt a century 
after the uſe of the other. But how long was Irenæus 
prior to Tertullian ? According to Dr P.'s own chronology, 
he died juſt ezghteen years before him“. Thus, the term 
« Ebtonite could not be long prior to that of Ebzon.” If 
Irenæus could have known any thing about the origin of 
the ſect, Tertullian could not have known a great deal leſs. 
Are we to ſuppoſe that he knew leſs about the fact than 
Origen, who died thirty: four, or Euſebius, who died an 
bundred and twenty years after him +? 

The Doctor, when afterwards ſpeaking of the filence of 
Irenzus concerning the Gentile Unitarians, ſays ; It mulſt 
« always be confidered that Irenæus lived in Gaul, where 
there were no Ehbionites, and perhaps not many Unita- 

« rians .“ Let it then be confidered here; eſpecially as he 
_ elſewhere attempts to ſhew that the majority in Africa 
were Unitarians. According to his own plan of reaſoning, 
whether had Irenzus, who lived in Gaul, or Tertullian, 
who lived in Africa, ſurrounded, as is ſuppoſed, by Unita- 
rians, beſt acceſs to know the real origin of this ſet? Whe- 
ther was the former, who ſays ſo little of the Ebionites, 
and nothing of the Gentile Unitarians, and who is ſuppoſed 
to have had no trouble from them, or the latter, who wrote 
expreſsly agamſt thoſe whom our author calls Unitarians, 
—moſt likely to inform himſelf accurately on the ſubject? 
But Dr P.'s fyſtem, with reſpe& to the name of Ebionites, 
is ſo ill compacted that he cannot himſelf adhere to it. In 
his Hiſtory of Corruptions, he gives it every poſſible ad- 
vantage. For he does not conſine himſelf to one ſenſe of 
the word; but, as we have ſeen, takes in a variety of ſenſes, 
that if one fail, he may have recourſe to another. He, in- 
deed, overlooks that of the poverty of their ideas concern- 
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ing the Saviour. But he ſuppoſes that they might receive 
this name from their want of learning, their literal pover. 
ty, and their rigid attachment to the law, When giving 
this explanation, he finds it neceſſary to ſuppoſe that this 
name was given them by Gentile Chriſtians. But in his 
Hiſtory of Early Opinions, he quits this ground. He tries, 
indeed, to repreſent it as the opinion of Jerom, But it is 
not his own. And it is by no means ſuppoſable that Gen- 
tile Chriſtians would give theſe people an Hebrew name 
unleſs it be primarily ſuppoſed that they had a particular 
excitement to this from ſuch a circumſtance as that of 
founder of the ſe& having a name, which ſome of 
knew to be expreſſive of the real character of Ebionites. 
In the work laſt mentioned, the Doctor ſuppoſes that . in 


the time of Juſtin Martyr, the Jewiſh Chriſtians, though 


all Unitarians—were not known by any opprobrious ap- 
« pellation at all; and that afterwards they were firſt di- 
« ſtinguiſhed by that of Thionites . He evidently means 


that they were thus diſtinguiſbed by Gentile Chriſtians, | 


But he alſo ſuppoſes that this name was firſt given them. 
„by their unbelieving brethren,” and that the Gentile 
Chriſtians adopted it from them . He ſtill quotes the au- 
thority of Origen concerning the word Ebion, as ſignifying 
poor 1. But by this new hypotheſis, he not only loſes the 
conſiſtency of his ſcheme, but all the benefit, both of Ori- 


gen's explanation, and of his own. In the paſſage referred 


to, Origen ſays that the perſons ſpoken of © are named 
from the beggarly expeQation of the law ||.” But on 
this account they would never be thus named by #heir un- 
believing brethren, who held the law in the higheſt eſtima. 
tion, preferring it to the Goſpel. Nor would they call 
them Ebionites, becauſe they had few people of learning 
among 
Vol. iii. p. 176, 177. + Ibid. p. 75. t Ibid p. 166. 
{ Cont. Celt. lib. ii. p. 55. 
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38 5 5 Os 19 in of the | Book V. 
among them. Had this been the reaſon of « peculiar ap- 
pellation, they would have preferred a term which properly 


conveyed this idea. But it is by no means a natural ſup- 
poſitron, that a body of people ſhould be denominated from 


a circumſtance of this nature, when there were ſo many 
others that unbelievers would rather have fixed on. Nor 


would they give them this name, becauſe of their literal 
poverty. For after the deſtruction of Jeruſalem, and eſpe- 
cially after the war of Adrian, their unbelieving brethren 
would be at leaſt as much reduced as themſelves. Our au- 
thor will never ſuppoſe that they were called Ebionites for 
the reaſon aſſigned by Enfebius, their mean ideas of Chrift. 
Befides thoſe already conſidered, this is the only one, a 
far as we know, that has r writer 
ancient or modern. 

I ſhall only add, that Dr P. himſelf quotes a paſſage from 


Grabe, affording a proof of the exiſtence of Ebion, which 


it will not be eaſy for him to invalidate. His words are: 
Grabe ſays that Ebion (by which we muſt underſtand 


ſome Ebionite) wrote an expoſition of the prophets, as 


« he collected from ſome fragments of Irenzus's works, of 


4 which he gives ſome account in his note upon the place *. 


This ſilly parentheſis, it would ſeem, is all that our author 
can oppoſe to what is advanced by Grabe. He accounts 
his ipſe dixit a ſufficient reply to an argument from facts. 
But had he given the attention of any ordinary reader to 
this note, he would have ſeen that Grabe ſays quite another 
thing than what he aſcribes to him. That learned writer 
collected this © from ſome fragments, —not of Irenzeus's 
« works,” but of Ebion's. That this is his meaning ap- 
* Ipſum Ebionem «&»yynow rot rpopyrov ſeripſiſſe, colligo ex frag- 
mentis hujus operis, quæ ante paucos dies Pariſiis accepi ex MS. Co- 
dice Collegii Claromontani deſcripto a viro humaniſſimo R. P. Michaele 
Lequien, inter addenda ad ſpicilegium hereticorum Seculi I. fuo tem- 
pore, Deo volente, publicanda. Not. ad Iren. lib. i. c. 26. ap. Auct. vol, 
iii. p. 218. | : 
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pears, not merely from the connexion, but from his de- 
clared deſign of publiſhing theſe among the additions to the 
Spicilegium of the heretics of the irt century. But had 
they been © fragments of Irenzus's works,” they undoubt- 
edly belonged to the ſecond. I need not ſay that, had this 
been the caſe, Grabe would naturally have publiſhed them 
along with the fragments of other works of Irenseus ; ſome 


of which he received from the ſame Lequien . The for- 


mer had certainly a ſuperior claim, had they belonged, as 
Dr P. ſuppoſes, to the work againſt Beręſies. 

But while our author cannot but lament that paucity of 
ancient Unitarian writers which he confeſſes, why is he fo 
averſe to acknowledge the venerable Ebion as a man of 
learning, as an interpreter of ſcripture? Why does he not 
ſtrain every nerve to reſcue theſe precious remains from 
the ravages of time? Well does he know, that his ſyſtem 


requires that they ſhould be conſigned to everlaſting obli- 


vion. He, therefore, by Ebion mit underſtand ſome 
_ © Ebionite.” But he preſumes too far in impoſing the ſame 
cogent neceſſity upon his reader. 

The learned editor of Irenaus does not ſeem to have 
known, that, in what he faid of Ebion's interpretation of 
the prophets, he was ſupported by the teſtimony of Jerom. 
This father quotes the very words of Ebion in his view of 
that paſlage; Curſed is every one that hangeth on a tree. 
He quotes them as giving a meaning to the paſſage, entirely 
different from that impoſed on it by any of the three tranſ- 
lators who have been reckoned his followers. He quotes 
them in that language in which Ebion had wrote his ex- 
poſition. * Theſe words,” he ſays, * that herefiarch Ebion, 
half Chriſtian, and half Jew, has thus interpreted, Or, 
Kc. that is, © He who is hanged is che object of divine 

* contempt.” 
® Iren, Op. cur, Grabe, p. 471. not. 


| 
| 
| 


60 Nas arenet and Ebionites | Book V. 


* contempt . Will our author ſay, that here alſo © we. 
« muſt underſtand fume Ebionite ?” 


Ar. V. 


of the Nazarenes and Ebionites, proving that they were not 
the ſame People. 34 


SECTION: I. 


R PRIESTLEY, after the worthy exeinyle of Toland, 
is very anxious to prove that the Nazarenes and 
Ebionites were the ſame people. He flatters himſelf that 
if this point be gained, there will remain no other Chri- 
ſtians, of Hebrew origin, to perplex him with their ortho- 
doxy. But it is of no importance to the principal queſtion, 
whether they were the ſame, or not. For it is evident 
from what we have already ſeen, and we hope to make it 
appear more fully afterwards, that there were Hebrew 
Chriſtians, who believed Jeſus to be the Son of God, and 
renounced the obligation of the law. Only, as truth is ſtill 
worth contending for, we ſhall ſtate what ſeems to deſerve 
this name, in reply to what has been advanced by Dr P. 
He endeavours to prove, that“ perſons diſtinguiſhed by 
« the name of Ebionites and Nazarenes were ſuppoſed to 
have exiſted in the time of the Apoſtles.” © Irenzus, 
he ſays, © who gives no other name to any Jewiſh Chri- 
1 ſtians, 


In eo autem loco ubi Aquila et Theodotio ſimiliter tranſtulerunt, di- 
centes; Quia maledictio dei eſt ſuſpenſus; in Hebreo ita ponitur, &c. 
Hzc verba Hebion ille hereſiarches, ſemichriſtianus et ſemijudæus ita in- 
terpretatus eſt : or vÞpic brv o xprtuapwevec ; id eſt, Quin injuria dei eſt ſuſ- 
penſus.—Quod aperiius Symmachus tranſtulit dicens; Quia propter blat- 
phemiam dei ſuſpenſus eſt. In Gal. iii. 1* 


f Vol. iii. p. 162, 163, 


— 
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« ſtians, beſides that of Ebionites, whom he always ſpeaks ' 
of as both denying the pre-exiſtence and divinity of 


« Chriſt, and likewiſe the miraculous conception , objects 5 


« to the Gnoſtics, that they were of late date; but he ſays 
nothing of the Ebionites in this reſpe&.” The unlearned 


reader would naturally ſuppoſe that Irenæus had ſpoken . 


thus of the Gnoſtics in general; eſpecially as the text ſeems 


to be ſupported by a marginal quotation. But he only re- 


fers to ſome of them, whom he calls religui, the reft ; after 
particularly mentioning others by name, as the followers of 


Voalentinus and Marcion. He had formerly declared the 


errors of Simon Magus 4, who was in the fulleſt ſenſe coe- 
val with the Apoſtles, and the proper father of the Gno- 


ſtics. But here he ſpeaks of thoſe who were the followers 


of Menander the diſciple of Simon 

But had the teſtimony of Irenzus been in this inſtance 
conformable to our author's wiſhes ; had it really appeared 
from him that the Gnoſtics in general were of late date; had 


his aſſertion neceſſarily implied that the Ebionites preceded 


them; what would have followed? Nothing leſs than the 
total demolition of one principal pillar of our author's fa- 
bric, nay, of the .whole of it. For he has been at great 
pains to prove, that the Gnoſtics were the only heretics 
who gave the Apoſtles any trouble. But if compared with 


the Ebionites, they were of late date, ſurely they did not 


exiſt in the time of the Apoſtles. For it is not pretended 
that the Ebionites exiſted any earher. Therefore, the 
Gnoſtics could not be the heretics againſt whom the Apo- 
{les wrote. Of conſequence, they muſt have directed their 

| cenſures 


* Toland alſo attempted to ſhew that both Nazarenes and Ebionites | 
maintained that Jeſus was the Son of Joſeph . The Doctor's plan bears 


as great a reſemblance to his, as if he had propoſed it as his 1 
* Nawaren ap. Moſheim Vindic. p. 99. 
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to this chapter, as if it even tacitly favoured the Ebionites. 
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ecfures foley. againſt the Ebionites. For, beſides. the Gno- 


ſtics, na others have ever been mentioned as heretics in the 


apoſtolic age. 
It is aſtoniſhing, however, that Dr P. e 


If he reckans. Irenæus worthy. of credit (and if not, why. 
quote him?) he muſt know that this very chapter contains 
a teſtimony, which at once defeats all his laborious attempts. 


to ſhew that the hereſy of the Unitarians was the primitive 


doctrine, If,“ ſays Irenæus, there be à diſpute with 
« others about any ordinary queſtion, ought we not to reæcur 
to the moſt ancient churches, which had the fellowſhip. of 
« the Apoſtles. themſelves, and received from them what is 
certain and clear concerning the preſent queſtion ? But 
« what if the Apoſtles had not left us any writings, ought we 
not to follow the order of tradition, which they delivered 
« to, thoſe to whom they entruſted the-churches? To which 
« method many nations of Barbarians affetit, who believe 


in Chriſt; having ſalvation written in their hearts by the 


« Holy Ghoſt, without paper and ink, and diligently pre- 
« ſerving the old tradition, believing in one God, the Ma- 
« ker of heaven and earth, and all things in them, by Jeſus 
„ Chrift the Son of God, Who. on account of his tram ſcen- 


% dent love to his own workman/htp, ſubmitted to that Lene- 


1 ration which was of a virgin, he by himſelf uniting man 
% God. Thoſe who have believed this faith, without 
letters, according to our ſpeech are barbarians, but with 
< reſpe& to ſentiment, and cuſtom, and converſation, on ac- 
« cont of their faith, by which they are moſt wiſe, they 
« bath pleaſe God, and live in all righteouſneſs, chaſtity and 
« wiſdom. To whom if any one were to declare theſe 
things which are invented by heretics, addreſſing them in 
« their own language, immediately ſhutting their ears. they 
would fly * and farther off, not Lhang patienc to 
3 - {het 
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« hear the blaſphemous addreſs, Thus, in con/equence- of 


« the ancient tradition of the Apoſiles, they will not even 


« paſs a thought about the ſubject of ſuch; monſtrous dif- 
2 

Is. it ſaid, that after this he mentions different kinds of 
Gnoſtics only? This is granted; but. it will by no means 
prove that his language can apply to them. alone. Fram 
chis quotation, is it mot evident to every candid reader, that 
Irenmus was perfectly aſſured that the daftrine, not only of 
the miraculous conception, but of the ſupreme deity of Ghrift, 
and of his being -the immediate agent in creation, was that 
of the Apoſtles, delivered by them in all the churches 
which they planted, and ſtill adhered to by all that were 
reckoned churches of Chriſt ? Would Irenzus venture.to 
aſſert this, knowing it to be falſe ? Although he had been 
worſe than any of the heretics confuted or mentioned by 
him, would he have hazarded his character in an afſer- 
tion, which, if falſe, could have been proved to be ſo by all 


theſe churches. to which he appealed? Muſt he. not have 


known, that the various claſſes of heretics, whom he at- 
tacked, would have combined in detecting his falſchood.? 
This would have been no difficult taſk. He wrote but a 
ſhort time after the Apoſtolic age: and there was not a 
church, ſcarcely a ſingle church-member, but muſt have 
known what the primitive faith was; and if there had 
been any change, eſpecially in doctrines ſo fully entitled to 
the deſignation of fundamental? Is it in the leaſt degree 
ſuppoſable, that Irenæus could be ie neat 
this nature ? 

Therefore, according to the connexion, muſt not the 
terms, Beretics, blaſphemous diſcourſe, tc. extend to all who, 
in any way, oppoſed the doctrines of the miraculous. con- 
f and nn our W Theſe dong pro- 


her. ld, il e. 4 


| 
| 


claimed as the articles of apoſtolic tradition, whatever par- 
ticular ſekts are immediately mentioned by Irenzus, he 
cannot juſtly be underſtood as excluding others, equally 
enemies to theſe doctrines. In the very paſſage under con- 
fideration, Dr P. acknowledges, that Irenzus—always 
I ſpeaks of Ebionites as denying the pre-exiſtence and di- 
-« vinity of Chriſt, and likewiſe the miraculous conception.” 
And can he be ſuppoſed ſecretly to have meant, that the 
worthy Ebionites were the only men in the world who 
might have denied theſe doctrines, without giving any of- 
fence to the apoſtolical churches? Would error have been 
leſs monſlrous to them, becauſe it came from the lips of 
thoſe whom our author is pleaſed to canonize as the ny | 
true Chriſtians ? 
Trenzus undoubtedly had the beſt acceſs to know. He 
is generally believed to have been the diſciple of Polycarp, 
the diſciple of John the Apoſtle. His teſtimony, with re- 
ſpect to the primitive faith of all the churches, will weigh 
fully as much with the generality of readers, as the proba- 
bilities, negative proofs, and unnatural inferences of a wri- 
ter in the eighteenth century. From Irenzus we learn, 
that the ancient heretics were far more honeſt than their 
ſucceſſors. Socinians ſtill appeal to the Apoſtles, as if 
they had been all Ebionites. But the ancient heretics, 
conſcious that they could make no ſuch appeal, as they paid 
more regard to the meaning of language, obſerved a dif- 
ferent method. When we recall them,” ſays the Biſhop | 
of Lyons, © to the Apoſtolic Tradition, which is preſerved 
« by the ſucceſſion of Preſbyters, they oppoſe Tradition, 
* aſſerting that they, being not only wiſer than the Preſ- 
« byters, but than the Apoſtles themſelves, have diſcoveretl 
the fincere truth: but that the Apoſtles blended the things 
of the Law with the words of our Saviour; nay, that our 
* Lord himſelf ſometimes ſpoke from "_ erde ſome- 
| I * times 


44.3 
*T 5 
TY 
4 
4% 
"th Wi 
[7 , 
38 
þ 
1 B 
4 2 
. 
— 
* 
1 
o 
4K 
k-z BY 
* 
77 


Chap. V. * -  #ot the ſame People. 65 
times from a middle power, and again from the Su- 
preme . Whatever preſumption there was in this lan- 
guage, it diſcovered more integrity, at leaſt, than the con- 
duct of thoſe who pretend to ſubmit to the authority of our 
Lord and of his Apoſtles, and notwithſtanding torture 


their words out of all form, till they have deprived them of 
the common meaning of language. 


But there is another weighty argument from the ſame 


ancient. He gives no other name to any Jewiſh Chri- 


« ſt;ans, beſides that of Ebionites.“ And what, if he does not? 
It was his avowed deſign and proper work to enumerate - 


che heretical ſects, and not the particular bodies of men that 
adhered to ſound doctrine. Ts it not enough that he aſſerts, 
in the ſtrongeſt language, that © all the churches of Afia,” 
the © moſt ancient churches,” held the fame A poſtolical 
tradition which himſelf held? But the truth is; Trenzus 
does not even ſay that the Ebionites were Jewiſh Chriſtians, 


or that they were of Jewiſh origin. Shall we therefore 
conclude that, in his time, there were no Jewiſh Chriſtians -- 


at all? This would be juſt as good an inference from Ire- 


nzus, as that of there . ne 


Ebionites. 

If any further proof Gn 2 the ah} ant 
therefore of the Hebrew Chriſtians, be neceſſary, the ſame 
writer affords it in the moſt expreſs terms. For the 


« church,” he ſays, although difſeminated through the 


« whole habitable world, to the very boundaries of the 
earth, hath received, from the Apoſtles and their diſciples, 
that faith which is in one God the Father Almighty, the 
« Maker of heaven and earth, and of the ſea, and of all 
« things in them, and in one Chriſt Jeſus the Son of God, 
« incarnate for our ſalvation, and in the Holy Ghoſt, who 
by the Prophets hath declared the diſpenſations of God, 
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are certainly included in one or other of theſe expreſſions, 
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« and the advent, and the generation of a Virgin,” Ve. 
His ideas of the ſonſhip and incarnation of Chriſt muſt be 
underſtood according to his own faith: and ſurely thoſe, who 
denied the generation of a Virgin, as the Ebionites did ac- 
cording to this writer, were not conſidered as part of the 
church, which he further deſcribes as to unity of faith. 
« The church, having received this doctrine and faith, dili- 
« gently preſerves it, as if inhabitants of one houſe ; and 


« Believes theſe things in the ſame manner, as ' having one 


% ſoul, and one heart ; and barmomoufſ:y preaches, and teacher, 
* and tranſmits them, as poſſeſſing one mouth. For although 
* the languages of the world are diſſonant, yet there is but 
* one and the ſame power of Tradition. And neither theſe | 


3 churches eſtabliſned among the Germans have believed 


* otherwiſe, or delivered otherwiſe nor thoſe among the 
« Spaniards, nor among the Celts, nor in the Eaſt, nor in 
Egypt, nor in Africa, nor thoſe eſtabliſhed in the middle 
« regions of the earth. But as the ſun, the workmanſhip 
« of God, is the ſame in the whole world, ſo alſo the 
«preaching of the truth every where ſhines, and enlightens 
« all men inclining to come to the knowledge of the truth. 

« Nor is there one among the rulers of the church, who is 


powerful in word, that ſpeaks other things. For no one 


is above his maſter. Nor is there one, how weak ſoever 
« in ſpeech, who diminiſhes the tradition. -For the faith 


4 being one and the ſame, neither does he who can ſay more 


upon it, enlarge; nor he who can ſay leaſt, n 
«6 it * * 

Theſe teſtimonies are ſo plain, fall and deciſive, as to 
need no comment. With reſpect to the point immediately 
in hand, I ſhall only obſerve, that the Hebrew believers, 
though not mentioned by name, any more than Gentiles, 


the 
* Adv. Haer. lib. i. c. 2, 3. 


the Eaft, and the middle regions of the earth. Tt would 
have rather infuſed a ſuſpicion, than removed it, had Ire- 
neus, in this account, diſtinguiſhed Jew from -Gentile. 
Feu-Ardentius obſerves on the paſſage, that the Hebrews 
univerſally made Judea the middle of the earth; und that 
Jerom and Gregory thought that it was denominated, by 
the prophets, © the heart of the ſea, and “ the navel of 
t the earth.” -* Philo,” he adds, * calls Jerufalem, not the 
© metropolis of the fingle region of Judea, but of many 
« nations; whence it ſeems to me that the bleſſed Ireneus 
here refers to the churches which then exiſted in Judea and 
« Paleſtine *.” But although it ſhould unreaſonably be 
refuſed that there is any diſtin& reference to the Chriſtian 
Hebrews in this account ; it muſt either be granted, that 
they are included in the general deſcription, or denied that 
they were accounted a part of that one church thus de- 
ſcribed. | | 

His next proof is from Euſebius, who “ ſays that the firſt 
* heralds of our Saviour (by whom he muſt have meant 
« the Apoſtles) called thoſe Ebionites, which in the He- 
brew language ſignifies poor, who, not denying the body 
« of Chriſt, ſhowed their folly in denying his divinity.” 
But this teſtimony can be of no uſe to Dr P., as a proof 
that the Ebionites were coeval with the Apoſtles, unleſs 
he at the ſame time admit its force, as proving that the 
Apoſtles were enemies to this doctrine. 

Epiphanius, he farther obſerves, * makes Ebion co- 
temporary with the Apoſtle John,—and the Ebionites 
* cotemporary with the Nazarenes.” And afterwards ; 
It muſt be owned, however, that in no perfect conſiſtence 
« with this account, Epiphanius places the origin of the Na- 
« zarenes after the deſtruction of Jeruſalem +.” But our author 
ſhews how much he is at a loſs for proof, when he tries to 


| E 2 | force 
Vid. Not. in Irenzum ad loc. cit. + Vol. iii. p. 164, 1 65. 
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force it from a writer, on that very article in which he a«- 
cuſes him of ſelf · contradiction. | 

Modern writers, however, in the ants of their 

wiſdom, ſometimes blame the ancients rather on light 

grounds, They glance at one paſſage which ſeems to con- 
tradict another, and Becauſe they will not take time to 
read deliberately, boldly conclude that the ancient writer 
is in the wrong, without ever ſuſpecting that this may hap- 
pen to be the caſe with themſelves. After all, it may ap- 
pear that Epiphanius is © perfectly conſiſtent,” while he 
ſays in one paſſage, that Ebion was cotemporary with the 

Apoſtle John, and alſo with the Nazarenes; and yet in a- 

nother, fixes their origin after the deſtruction of Jeruſa- 

lem. For in the very place referred to by Dr P. as a proof 
that Ebion is made cotemporary with John “, Epiphanius 
informs us that this Apoſtle lived till the reign of Trajan. 

In that very ſection, part of which is quoted as a proof 

that Epiphanius made Ebion cotemporary with the Naza- 

renes, he declares; that © the beginning of this faction 

« was after the deſtruction of Jeruſalem. For,” ſays he, as 

te at that time all the believers in Chriſt lived in Peræa, and 

e eſpecially in the city Pella, they being removed from 

“ their former poſſeſſions, and remaining there, occaſion 

„ was then given to Ebion +.” Thus, there is a © perfeR 

. « confiſtence” between the one account and the other. Ac- 

- cording to the ancient writer, John lived till the reign of 


- Trajan. But Jeruſalem was deſtroyed long before his 


reign. . This account alſo coincides with that given in the 
Chronicle of Alexandria, which fixes the appearance of the 
| hereſy of Ebion to the eighth year of Trajan, under Can- 
. didus and Quadratus conſuls 1. To the ſame period it ex- 
| | tends 

* Epiph. Her. 30. Tom. 1. p. 149. 1 Haer. 30. ſ. 2. 


{ Vid. Petavii Annot. in Epiphan. Haer. 3o, ; Ittig. de Haer. ſect. 1. 
c. 6. {. 6. 
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tends the life of the Apoltle John . The author of this 
Chronicle is av cd to have been nearly coeval with * 
ſebius. 

The Doctor quotes Sophronius as ſaying that © John, 
« befides having a view to Cerinthus, and other heretics, 
« wrote more eſpecially againſt the hereſy of the Ebion- 
« jtes, which was then very prevalent .“ But the ſame 
may be ſaid of this teſtimony as of that of Euſebius. If 
we receive one part of the teſtimony of an author, we 
muſt receive another ; unleſs it can be proved that he had 
a cauſe of knowledge as to the one, which he had not 7 to 
the other. The ſuppoſition of his telling truth in one 
part, and falſehood in another, when the circumſtances of 
both muſt have been equally well known to him, affeQs 
his credibility in the whole. Indeed the faQts narrated by 
a writer may be true, while his conſtruction of them, 
or reaſonings from them, may be falſe. Our author 
wiſhes to make an unparalleled uſe of teſtimony. Give 
him the one half of a ſentence, he will graſp at it with 
fully as much eagerneſs, as if it were the language of in- 
ſpiration; but reje& the other, as if the writer were un- 
worthy of the leaſt regard. He attempts to eſtabliſh a new 
Kind of literary tribunal. He fummons the moſt vene- 
rable and reputable witneſſes, examines and croſs-examines 
them. If they do not declare what he preſumes to be the 
whole truth, he declares it for them, by making the ſtrangeſt 
inferences from their teſtimony. Their very filence = 
ſufficient evidence. If they, however obſcurely, give A 
hint of any thing that is favourable to his views, he re- 
ceives it without the leaſt heſitation, and pronounces ſen- 
tence on the ground of their teſtimony : although as to 

a3 the 


3 in Joan. p. 95. Dodwell Diem in Ieew. x. 
20. g 


t Vol, iii. p. 165. 


as he formerly made Origen ſay what he never ſaid, be now 


dad att be & differs from them, ene | 
regard to their moſt expreſs and moſt ſolemn declarations 
as if he had pronounced them infamous. Merely, becanſe 
Caſſian, à writer in the fifth century, calls Ebion « the firſt 
«© heretie; Dr P. avails himſelf of the declaration; with- 
out ſeeming to think that if this writer's evidence be worth 
contending for, there muſt not only have been ſuch a per- 
ſon as Ebion, which our author refuſes; but he muſt alſo 
have been an enemy to divine truth. But if an author err 


as to the very exiſtence of a perſon, it CY We I 


ſamed that he is exact as to the time of it. 


After Dr P. has ought ſuch powerful evidence, he) ſub- 
joins 3 “ There can be no doubt, therefore, but that both 
Ebionites and Nazarenes were exiſting i in the time/of the 
« apoſtles; and that there was no real difference between 
« theſe two ſets. And that both of them were equally be- 
« Hevers in the fimple humanity of Chriſt, is no leſs evi- 
« dent “.“ 

He then proceeds to prove the laſt aſſertion, and tb pro- 
duce ſome further evidence of the truth of the ſecond. 


The teſtimony of Origen is clear and deciſive to this 


% purpoſe. He ſays, that the word Ebion, in the Jewiſh 
language ſignifies poor, and thoſe of the Jews who belie- 
ved Jeſus to be the Chriſt are called Ebionites. The 
teſtimony of Origen is not juſt ſo explicit here as in the 


Hiſtory of Corruptions. There it is aſſerted © that both 


„ Origen and Epiphanius acknowledge that the Naza- 
<«crenes and Ebionites were the ſame people, and held the 
« ſame tenets f.“ But the Doctor has now taken the 
trouble to look into Origen, and finds that he does not ſo 
much as mention the Nazarenes. However, he is determi- 
ned that this writer ſhall till be of ſome uſe to him; and 


* Vol. iii. P* 166, 7 Vol. i. P · 6, Ws 
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Jays for him more than that Father could himſelf venture 
to aſſert. /' + Here,” Dr P. adds, © is no room left for any 
« difference between the Ebionites and Nazarenes; for the 
« Ebionites comprehended all the Jewiſh Chriſtians; and, 
« according to Origen, none of them were believers in the 
4 pre-exiſtence or divinity of Chriſt.” Even ſuppoſing the 
firſt aſſertion to be a native inference from the words of O- 
rigen, where does he find the ſecond? In the paſſage quo- 
ted, that Father ſpeaks indefinitely ; but he did not dare to 
ſay that the Ebionites comprehended all the "Jewiſh 
« Chriſtians.” However, we ſhall defer the particular con- 
ſideration of this paſſage, till we come ta examine the evi- 
dence brought by Dr P. to diſprove the exiſtence of ortho- 
dox Fews at Jeruſalem, ſubſequent to the time of Adrian. 

In the mean while, let it be obſerved, that Socinians, if 
determined to abide by the authority of Origen, ought to 
take it in its proper extent. If the language of this Fa- 
ther be a ſufficient proof that all the Jewiſh Chriſtians. 
were Ebionites; it muſt be equally ſufficient to prove, that 
they were all without the communion of the church. Cel. 
ſus having objected to the truth of Chriſtianity the diver- 
ſity of opinions among thoſe who bore the Chriſtian name ; 
Origen, after mentioning the Valentinians and Gnoſtics, 
and declaring that they had never been Chriſtians, adds, 
ge it ſo, that there are others alſo who receive Jefus, and 
therefore boaſt that they are Chriſtians, but yet retaining 
the law and chooſing to live like the multitude of the Jews 
(as the Ebionites of both kinds—) how can this crime af- 
fe thoſe who conſtitute the church? 

Dr P. again introduces Euſebius to prove. that the Na- 
zarenes and Ebionites were the ſame people, becauſe he 

E 4 makes 
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makes nd twenties of the firms Euſebius, as tranſlated 
py our author, ſays; © Others, whom a malignant demon. 
was not able entirely to turn afide from the, love of 
« Chriſt, finding them weak in ſome reſpects, he reduced 
* into his power. Theſe by the ancients were called E- 
e bionites, as thinking meanly concerning Chriſt. For 
they reckon him à mere man, like other men, but ap- 


proved on acconnt of his virtue, being the ſon, of Ma- 


* ry's huſband. Others called by the ſame name, leaving 
* the abſurd opinion of the former, do not deny that 
„ Chriſt was born of a Vugin, but ſay that he was of the 
Holy Spirit. However, at the ſame time, they by no 
* means allowing that Chriſt was God, the Word and Wiſ⸗ 
„dom, were drawn into the reſt of their impiety *.“ 
[Though we ſhould grant that Euſebius, in no part of his 


writings, referred to believing Hebrews who adhered to 
the law, and continued i in the doctrine pf our Saviour's di- 


vinity, it would only amount to a negative proof. But it 
may be inferred from this paſſage, that there had been at 
leaſt perſons of this deſcription. The Doctor, indeed, 
throws his tranſlation into ſuch a form, as to make it ap- 
pear that this ſecond claſs of Ebionites ſet out with the de- 
nial of Chriſt's deity, and were afterwards © drawn into 
« the reſt of their impiety,” as ſomething diſtin. But 
21 is not a juſt tranſlation. The paſſage literally is: 
«« — But others, on their account,” or © after them, receiving 
the ſame name, have fled from the ſtrange abſurdity of 
* the 


* AMAct ds mage Tours Tis eurH; orig Tqoonyopiars, THY lic ren 
een ex r d. adde arm, is ragEνν⁰αν,¶jdhe Ayicv Thriu- 
leres jun agvoureres r/Eyortras Tor Kugicr ov any i? ojacius xa CUTE 
Teounapxar wnrer, Orov Aoyor orra Ka; TOP) ojhroAoyBrrt;, TY r - 
rig FegitrgrTovro doccibia· MANSE OTE val TY Harun mw Toy 
volte Nag Cora; tx eg rica, r cudage. Hiſt. lib. 1 ii. Co 27. 
p. 121. 


the former, not denying: that the Lord was conceived of 
« a Virgin, and of the Holy Ghoſt; nevertheleſs, in like 
« manner, as theſe (the former), not any longer confeſſing 
that he pre-exiſted as God, the Word, and Wiſdom, they 
« were carried away by the impiety of the former. 
The manner in which - Euſebius expreſſes himſelf evi - 
dently implies that the latter received their name from the 
former; and that they were originally diſtin. His meaning 
in what follows clearly is, that they were ſo carried away 
by the impiety of the former, as no longer to acknowledge 
the . divinity of Jeſus, He firſt mentions; the effect, and 
then the cauſe ; although both are in the cloſeſt connexion; 
But Dr P. overlogks the prior exiſtence aſſigned to the 
claſs firſt deſcribed ; their exiſtence under the name of E- 
bionites before they were joined by thoſe who received 
this name from them. Then, he entirely overlooks the 
particle 29 or er connected with s. I need not remind the 
learned gentleman that theſe ena mrigcerra, theſe winged 
words, inconſiderable as they may ſeem, are the nerves, 
nay, the very ſoul of language. But as if he meant to 
make up for the omiſſion, he in the cloſe of the ſentence 
throws in two words for this one,—the reſt. As to the 
omiſſion, it is probable that he was miſled by the tranſla- 
tion of Valefius, which takes no notice of the important 
particle: although it becomes an hiſtorian to truſt to origi- 
nals only. With reſpect to the addition, the ſame apology 
cannot be made. Dr P. perhaps wiſhed the reader to ap- 
prehend that this fecand claſs at length denied the miracu- 
lous conception, and that this was che reſt of the impiety 
of the former. But this is entirely a ſupplement of his 
own. The latter indeed continued to aſſert the miracu- 
lous conception. For Euſebius ſpeaks of them as ſtill 
not denying that Chriſt was conceived of a Virgip.” 
The wn agrzuevor is AE to them at the very ſame 


time 
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eee er Even when they ceaſed to 


_  eonfeſs the deity of Chriſt, they eee 


lous- conception. 

Thus the paſſage 4 erde ee, although in proper 
meaning does not ſeem to have been hitherto attended to, 
proves a great deal more than our learned author wiſhes. 


It proves that there was one claſs of Chriſtian Hebrews e- 


ventually named after the Ebionites, who once acknow- 
ledged the deity of Chriſt, as well as the miraculous con- 
ception, but afterwards renounced the firft of theſe doc- 
trines. The ancient hiſtorian at the ſame time mentions 
the ſnare that intangled them. © They were drawn away 


aby the impiety of the former; eſpecially as, in the ſame 


« manner with them, they contended for the ſtrict obſerva- 
« tion of the bodily ſervice of the law.” From this ac- 
count it appears that the two parties, according to Euſe- 
bius, bearing the general name of Ebionites in his time, ſo 
far from being more intimately connected in preceding ages, 
had been entirely diſtinct; becauſe they oppoſed each other, 


not only as to the miraculous conception of our Saviour, 


but with reſpect to his deity. Even ſuppoſing that the in- 
formation of Euſebius was good, this paſſage, inſtead of 
proving, as Dr P. imagines, that Nazarenes and Ebionites 
were the ſame people, affords a ſtrong preſumption that 
thoſe of the latter claſs of Ebionites had formerly been 
called Nazarenes ; but that they received the common name 
of Ebionites, after joining with theſe heretics, and adopt- 
ing their leading principle. But it will be afterwards 
ſhewn, that only ſome of the Nazarenes can be ſuppoſed 
to have been thus drawn away. | 

I do nat mean to enter into a particular diſcuſſion of the 
quotation from Jerom's letter to Auſtin z which is the 


next evidence referred to by Dr P.*. Its meaning has 


2 been 


* $i hs verum eſt; in Cherinthi et Hebionis kerefins dilabimur, qui 
credentes 
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been warmly conteſted alreudy; and it has been clearly 
proved by our author's learned antagoniſts, that Jerom as 
really diſtinguiſhes between the Nazarenes and Ebionites, 
as between the latter and the followers of Cerinthus. The 
generality of literary will ſtill underſtand fniviant 
as expreſſive of a mere ptetence. The Doctor ſays; Had 
ehe meant to deſcribe any other claſs of people, he would 
naturally have begun his next ſentence with E, et. of 
« Eft alia herefir, and not fimply Bereit eff. As to his 
4 ſpeaking of Sereſy, in the ſecond ſentence, and not bere- 
« fres, as in the firſt; it is a moſt trifling inaccuracy of lan- 
« gnage, the eaſieſt of all others to fall into, and of no con- 
« ſequence to the meaning at all.“ But the reader will 
judge, whether, if Jerom meant to ſpeak of a different claſs 
of people, it was a greater inaceuracy to ſay rg eff, in- 
ſtead of £2 et, or to connect Hebionitit with eff, if he meant 
to ſpeak of the ſame claſs, 

Dr P. alſo ventures too far, eſpecially while the reader 
has the quotation in his eye, in ſaying; © Jerom's account 
« of theſe two denominations of men is exactly the ſame; 
the Ebionites being believers in Cbriſt, but mixing the law 
« and the goſpel; and the Nazarenes wiſhing to be both 
« Jews and Chriſtians, which certainly comes to the very 
« ſame thing f. There is ſtill ſome little difference. For 
even 


eredentes in Chriſto, propter hoc ſolum a patribus anathematizati ſunt; 
| quod legis czrimonias Chriſti Evangelio miſcuerunt, et fic nova confeſſi 
ſunt, ut vetera non amitterent. Quid dicam de Hebionitis, qui Chriſtia- 
nos effe ſe fimulant ? Uſque hodie per totas orientis ſynagogas inter Ju- 
dzos hzrefis eſt, quz dicitur Mineorum, et a Phariſzis nunc uſque dam- 
natur, quos vulgo Nazarzos nuncupant, qui credunt in Chriſtum, filium | 
Dei, natum de Virgiae Maria, et eum dicunt efſe, qui ſub Pontio Pilato | 
paſſus eſt, et reſurrexit, in quem et nos credimus: ſed dum volunt et Ju- 
dæi eſſe, et Chriſtiani, nee Judzi ſunt, nec Chriſtiani. _ Opt Vol 
p. 634. ap. AuR. | 

Vol. iii. p. 17r. t wia. p. 17%. 
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even ſetting afide the meaning of A believing in 
_ Chriſt is not exactly the ſame” with Believing in Chrift, 
the Son of God,—in whom we alſe believe. The generality 
of readers will be ſatisfied, that Jerom means to mark a ve- 
ry important diſtinction. Though the writer had fimply 
ſaid, that they believed in Chriſt ehe Son of God, it might 
have been juſtly inferred, that they were orthodox belie- 
vers; becauſe he uniformly affixes a ſenſe to the latter ex- 
preſſion, totally irreconcileable to the idea of the mere 
0 humanity of Jeſus; nay, elſewhere expreſsly contraſts it 
with this idea. But when he is ſo very particular as to 
add, —in whom we alſo believe, he gives his language ſo de- 
terminate a meaning, as to remove every ground of cavil. 
Our author would not take it well, were it denied that he 
believes in Chriſt. He at leaſt pretends to do fo, as Jerom 
ſays of the Ebionites. But he will not carry the matter 
ſo far as to ſay, that he believes in Chriſt, the Son of God,— 
in whom Jerom alſo believed; that is, in the ſame ſenſe. 
For undoubtedly, in quem et nos credimus, is equivalent to 
kmiliter ut nos credimus; denoting that theſe Nazarenes 
had the ſame views of the perſon of Chriſt as Jerom and 
ahe reſt of the orthodox 4. 

But if Jerom does not introduce another claſs of heretics, 
he has committed a greater miſtake than any of theſe men- 
tioned. Why give the Ebionites new names? According 
W our author, indeed, Jerom “ obſerves that the ſame 

« people 


* Illud de Judzis dictum fit et REY qui ſpem habent in homine, 


in Chriſto videlicet ſuo: quem non fil:um Dei, ſed pavers bominem putane 
eſſe venturum. In Jer. xvii. 5. 


Jerom uſes the ſame kind of language in another place, about the 
meaning of which there can be no diſpute. Explaining the prophecy of 
Malachi concerning the harbinger of Chriſt, he ſays; Convertat cor pa- 
trum ad filios, Abraham videlicet, et Iſaac, et Jacob, et omnium patriar- 
charum ; ut credant poſteri eorum in Dominum Salvatorem, in quem et 


| illi crediderant. Abraham enim vidit diem Domini et lætatus eſt. Com- 
ment. in Mal. iv. 6. 


d 
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« people who were called Ebionites (by the Gentiles) were 


called Minæi and Nazarenes by the Jews.” Does Jerom 
really obſerve this? © I have not ſaid ſo,” may the Doctor 
reply, “ for I have put theſe words, by the Gentiles, in a 
e parentheſis.” But has Jerom given any reaſon to ſuppoſe 
that this was his meaning? Not the moſt diſtant infinuation. 


Can it be believed that Dr P. really underſtood him in this 


ſenſe ? This is entirely beyond the limits of probability. 
Surely, then, this parentheſis implies that our author himſelf 
believes, that his predeceſſors received the name of Ebio- 
nites from the Gentiles. This 13 equally incredible. Could 


he have forgot the pains he had taken, but a few pages be- 


fore, to prove, from Origen and Euſebius, that this is an 
Hebrew word, ſignifying poverty? Could he have forgot 
his interpretation of that phraſe o Tgwra, uſed by Euſebius 
to denote thoſe who firſt impoſed this name; by whom,” 
Dr P. ſays, © he muſt have meant the Apoſtles * ? Had he 
no recollection of what he had addreſſed to Dr Horſley on 
this ſubject? vis. that © the unbelieving Jews called all thoſe 
« of their race, who were Chriſtians, by th name of Ebio- 
« nites, in the time of Origen :” and that . Origen's own 
words are too expreſs to admit any doubt of this +.” 
We cannot ſuppoſe that there was any defect of memory. 


For in the fourth page after that in which he gives Jerom's 
obſervation, he informs us that the term Ebionites was 


given them by their unbelieving brethren .“ Why, then, 
does Dr P. give a meaning to the language of Jerom, for 
which he muſt know there is not the leaſt foundation? Why 
does he materially make him ſay what no ancient has ever 
dreamed, what he would not himſelf have believed, al- 
though jerom had ſaid it? The reaſon is obvious. Were 
it not for this uſeful parentheſis (by the Gentiles), the 
whole of his expoſition of Jerom muſt fall to the gro 


| For 
ls + Firſt Letters, p. 13, © Vol. iii. p. 17s. 
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For the moſt careleſs reader would inſtantly inquire ; « How 
« can it be ſuppoſed that Jerom, after deſcribing theſe people 
* as called Ebionites, would proceed to tell us that they 
were called Mine: and Nazarenes by the Jews ; when 
e know that it was from the Jews that they received 
the name of Ebionites * Nay, how could he ſay that 
they were commonly called Nazarenes by the Jews, when 

« we are afſured, from the proofs brought by Dr P. that 

« this very people commonly called them Ebionites ? One 
who writes in this way, may prove any thing, 

It had been juſtly objected to the Doctor's view of this 
paſſage, that if the Nazarenes and Ebionites were the 
s ſame people, it may with equal clearneſs of reaſon be in- 

« ferred that they were the ſame people with the Cerin- 
* thians likewiſe ; becauſe the Cerinthians are placed with 
the Ebionites in the preceding ſentence.” Our author, 
having mentioned the objection, ſays; I anſwer, they 
were the ſame people as far as Jerom conſidered them, 
<«. becauſe they were equally zealous for the law of Moſes “.“ 
This is queſtionable, however. It would ſeem that the 
 Cerinthians were not ſo zealous for the law, as the Ebio- 
nites. For they did not aſcribe it to the Supreme Being, 
but to angels, or ſome power inferior to God +. But, even 
ſuppoſing the truth of what Dr. P. ſays, it deſtroys that 
abſolute identity of Ebionites and Nazarenes, which he 
has all along been attempting to demonſtrate. It is redu · 
ced to a mere ſimilarity in one point. For if this paſſage 
only proves that Cerinthians were the ſame people with 
Ebionites, as to the /aw ; undoubtedly it can prove nothing 
more with reſpect to the Nazarenes. 

But it is a fingular circumſtance that, in this reply, our 
author has adopted the very reaſoning of Dr Horſley againſt 
his theory. Becauſe Jerom ſays that Ebion and Cerin- 

« thus,— 


* P. 173, 174. + Tertull. Preſcript. Cc. 48. 


/ 


thus. —believing in Chriſt, on this account only had been 
« anathematized'by the Fathers, that they blended the ce- 
onies of the law with the goſpel ;” Dr P. had argued, 
that they were not excommunicated © on account of their 
denying © the divinity of Chriſt, but only on account of 
« their rigid obſervance of the Moſaic/law'#.” To this his 
learned opponent had juſtly replied ; © This being ſaid of 
« both without diſtinction, muſt be ſaid of either in ſome 
« ſenſe in which it may be true of both ; and if it acquits 
« the Ebionites of hereſy, except in the fingle article of 
« their Judaiſm, it equally acquits the Cerinthians.” But 
this learned writer gives it as his opinion, that Jerom here 
ſpeaks of their agreement as to the law, and ſeems to think 
that this was the only point which he then had in his eye. 
For he ſays; * The Judaic ſuperſtition was a thing ſo eri- 
« minal in the judgment of the primitive Chriſtians, as to 
« conſtitute by itſelf one very ſufficient reaſon for the ex- 
« communication of the ſets which were addicted to it +.” 
Our author undoubtedly admits the juſtneſs of his oppo- 
nent's reaſoning ; and thus withdraws the only ground of 
his aſſertion, at leaſt as far as Jerom is concerned, that © the 
| « doftrine of the ſimple humanity of Chriſt was not 
« thought deſerving of excommunication in early times . 
If Dr P. infer, from the language of. Jerom, that the 
Ebionites were anathematized ſolely on account. of their 
adherence to the law, he muſt alſo grant that the Cerin- 
thians were ſubjected to the ſame cenſure for no other 
reaſon. Now, as he allows that the Cerinthians were the 
_ firſt Gnoſtics, all his trouble to prove that Gnoſticiſm was 


the 
* Firſt Let. to Dr H. p. 34. 


f The learned and judicious Biſhop Bull has clearly proved, that Jerom 
did not mean that Cerinthus and Ebion, in the opinion of the Fathers, 
held no other hereſy ; but that although they had been orthodox in other 
reſpects, this error alone would have been accounted a ſufficient ground 
for an anathema. Judg. Cath. Church. c. 2. f. 13. 

{ Firſt Let. to Dr H. p. 33. 
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the only hereſy in early times, muſt be loſt. For it necef- 
ſarily follows, that the circumſtance of Cerinthus being a 
Gnoſtic was of no weight whatſoever in ſubjecting him to 
excommunication ; and that he would not have been caſt 3 
out of the church, had he not adhered to the law. | | 
But from the general ſtrain of this epiſtle, it is evident 
that Jerom, in ſpeaking of Ebion, Cerinthus, and the Na- 
zarenes, had at this time no other hereſy in his eye but 
that of Judaiſm. Auguſtine had given him great offence 
by ſome things that he had written to him on this ſubject. 
Therefore he ſays; © What Chriſtian can hear with pa- 
« tience what is contained in your epiſtle? Paul was a 
* Jew, but having become a Chriſtian, he did not abandon 
* the ſacraments of the Jews, which that people properly 
and lawfully obſerved : and therefore he obſerved-them, * 
© even when an Apoſtle of Chriſt, that he might teach that 
* they were not hurtful to thoſe who inclined to retam 
them as they had received them from their fathers?” 
« Again, I beſeech you, that you will indulge me in ex- 
« preſſing my grief. ——Behold, I may on the contrary ſay, 
« and although the whole world ſhould cry out againſt me, 
© freely declare, that the ceremonies of the law are both 
« hurtful and deadly to Chriſtians; and that whoſoever 
&« ſhall obſerve them, whether Jew or Gentile, is fallen in- 
to the ſnare of the devil.” His mind is evideatly 
rankled, ſo that he can attend to nothing but this ſingle 
article. For he previouſly expreſſes his fear, leſt ſuch ex- 
planations as Auguſtine had given, ſhould . | again intro- 
 * duce moſt villanous hereſy into the church ;” adding, 
But if it were incumbent on us to receive the rites of 
the Jews; and lawful for them to obſerve, in the 
e churches of Chriſt, theſe things which they have per- 
formed in the, ſynagogues of Satan: I will ſay what I 
| ; 6 4 


—of * think, 
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« think, they would not . they would 
« make us Jews “.“ 
The Doctor takes notice of the * founded on 
Auſtin's anſwer to Jerom, as ſhewing that he confidered 
| them as different ſets. © But Auſtin,” he ſays, © only 
« enumerates all the names that Jerom had mentioned, and 
« whether the differences were real or nominal, great or 
« little, it ſignified nothing to him +. If Auſtin had really 
enumerated all the names mentioned by Jerom; the other 
aſſertion would have been rather more ſpecious. But here 
our author is miſtaken. For Auſtin omits Cerinthus. 
He omits the Minei. But the truth of the obſervation, 
founded on this ſuppoſed enumeration, is highly queſtion- 
able. For had Jerom muſtered a parcel of names without 
any real diſtinction, Auſtin might juſtly have objected to 
his conduct, as diſcovering a ſtrong propenſity to blacken 
his charaQer. In the heat of controverſy, which evidently 
appears in the courſe of this correſpondence, it is not likely 
that he would have overlooked ſuch a circumſtance. /It 
would have given him an handle for repreſenting, either 
the 
* Neque enim ejuſdem eſt criminis, in explanatione Seripturarum di- 
verſas majorum ſententias ponere, et hereſim ſceleratiſſimam rurſum in 
Ecclefiam intraducere. Sin autem hec nobis incumbit neceſſitas, ut Ju- 
dæos cum legitimis ſuis ſaſcipiamus ; et licebit eos obſervare in ecclefiis 
Chriſti, quod exercuerunt in ſynagogis Sathanz; dicam quod ſentio, non 
illi Chriſtian fient, ſed nos Judeos facient. Quis enim hoc Chriſtian, 
rom patienter audiat. quod in tua Epiſtola continetur : Judæus u at Pau. 
lus ; Chriſtians autem faftur, non Judeorum ſacramenta reliquerat, 
que convententer ille poptins, et legitimo tempore, 9's opportebat, acce- 
porat ; ideogue ſuſte pit celebranda ea, cum jam (rific t Aprtolus ; ut 
deceret non eſſe pernicieſas 1is, qui ea vellent, ſicut a parentibus fur 
legem acceperant cuſtodire? Rurſum, obſecro te, ut pace tua meam do- 
lerem audias.— Ego è contrario loquar, et reclamante mundo, libera 
voce pronunciem, ceremonias Judzorum et pernicioſas eſſe, et mortiferas 
Chriſtianis: et quicunque eas obſervaverit, five ex Judzis, five ex gen» 
tibus, eum in barathrum diaboli devolutum. Hieron. Auguſtino, Opera 


Aug. vol. ii. p. 21, + Vol. in. p. 174. 
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the violence of Jerom, or his ignorance on that very ſub- 
je& with reſpe& to which he diſcovered ſo much zeal 


againſt him. The very words of his anſwer demonſtrate 
his perſuaſion that the Nazarenes as really differed from 
the Ebionites, as either of theſe from any other hereſy. 


If this beſo,” he ſays, © we do not fall into the hereſy of 


« Ebion, or of thoſe whom they commonly call Nazarenes, 
or any other ancient hereſy, but into I know not what 
% new one *.” Had he viewed theſe as the ſame people, 
he could not have ſaid that they were commonly called Na- 
zarenes. -For Dr P. grants that their common name was 
that of Ebionites. But, after all this evaſion, he finds it 
neceſſary to acknowledge that Auſtin diſtinguiſhes them. 
This will appear, when we more directly conſider che te- 
ſtimony of that Father. 

Dr P. infers from Tertullian, that“ the unbelievin g 
« Jews called the Chriſtian Jews Nazarenes.” —* According 
« to Tertullian,“ he ſays, © they called them ſo in his 
« time +.” One would naturally ſuppoſe from this, that 
Tertullian had expreſsly mentioned thoſe whom our author 
calls Chriſtzan Fews, and declared that they were peculiarly 


_ . denominated in this manner. For unleſs, according to 


Tertullian, the deſignation was confined, or at leaſt chiefly 


applied to Hebrews profefling Chriſtianity ; there could be 


no propriety in appealing to him. But the meaning of 
thx? ancient writer is entirely different. He declares this 
to have been the name given by Jews to Chriſtians; clearly 
ſignifying that they gave it to all, whether Jews or Gen- 
tiles. It would have been more plau/ible, had it anſwered 
the preſent purpoſe as well, to have e from his words, 


that 


* Hoc ſi ita eſt ; non jam in hæreſim Hebionis, vel eorum quos vulgo 
Nazar æos nuncupant, vel quamlibet aliam veterem, ſed neſcio in quam 
novam delabimur, fc. Opera, vol. ii. * 29. 

b Ve iii. p. 173. 
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that he had Gentiles only in his eye. For he ſays; By 
« this name the Jews call vs Nazarenes from him (Chriſt). 
« For we are they of whom it is written, The Nazarites 
« were whiter than ſnow ; who, vi. in times paſt were diſ- 
coloured by the ſpots of iniquity, and blackened by the 
« darkneſs of ignorance *.” This language undoubtedly 
applies with far greater force to Gentile, than to Jewiſh 
believers. He ſeems to allude to the phraſeology of the 
Apoſtle Paul when addreſſing the Gentiles; Te in times 
paſt have not believed, Rom. xi. 30. Te were ſometimes 
darkneſs, Eph. v. 8. The language of Agobard alſo, even 
as quoted by our author, evidently reſpects Chriſtians in 
general, as curſed by the Jews under the name A | 
renes T. 

If, as Dr P. ſays, „ the 0 us called the 
„ Chriſtian Jews Nazarenes,” if, according to Tertullian, 
they called them ſo in his time; how can our author aſſert, 
in the very next page, that * it is an argument in favour 
. * of the identity of the Nazarenes and Ebionites, that the 
former are not mentioned hy name, by any writer who 
« likewiſe ſpeaks of the Ebionites before Epiphanius?“ Did 
not Tertullian write before Epiphanius? Does he not ſpeak. 
of the Ebionites? Does he not alſo, according to Dr P. 
mention the Nazarenes by name, when he tells us that 
© the unbelieving Jews called the Chriſtian Jews Naza- 
« renes 2” Has not this ſomewhat of the appearance of that 
ornamental figure, ycleped Self-contradiQtion ? 

F 2 | Dr 


* Nazarzus vocari habebat ſecundum prophetiam Chriſtus creatoris. 
Unde et ipſo nomine nos Judzi Nazarzos appellant per eum Nam et 
ſumus de quibus ſcriptum eſt; Nazarei exalbati ſunt ſuper nivem. Qui 
ſcilicer retro luridati delinquentiz maculis, etnigrati . tenebris. 
Adv. Marcion. lib. iv. c. 8. 

+ Quod autem Dominum noſtrum Jeſum Chriſtum et Chriſtianos in 
omnibus orationibus ſuis ſub Nazarenorum nomine quotidie maledicant, 
De Inſolentia Judzorum, Oper, p. 63. ſec. Au. 
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8.  Nazarenes and Ebionites Book, V. 
Dr P. pays particular attention to the teſtimony of Epi- 


phanius. This writer aſſerts that the Ebionites and Na- 
zarenes communicated of their perverſeneſs to each 


© ther.“ But he was uncertain as to the extent of the 
faith of the latter with reſpe& to the Saviour. Moſt pro- 
bably he heard the ſame thing aſſerted of them, which is 
mentioned by Euſebius, that, through their connexion with 
the Ebionites, they had departed from their former doc- 
trine as to the deity of Chriſt, But obſerving that the ſo- 
cieties were {till ſeparate, he was at a loſs whether } he ſhould 
charge all the Nazarenes with this apoſtacy. He expreſſes 
himſelf thus; But concerning Chriſt, I have not infor- 
mation to ſay, if they alſo, carried away by the perverſe- 


* neſs of the Cerinthians and Merinthians formerly men- 


i tioned,-call him a mere man; or affirm, as the truth is, 
« that he was begotten of Mary by the Holy Ghoſt.” Dr 
Horſley has clearly ſhe wn, that to affirm this, as the truth 
is, muſt have been to acknowledge his deity ; becauſe this 
was the true affirmation of his miraculous conception,  ac- 
cording to Epiphanius. Indeed, no one can truly affirm 
the miraculous conception, without at the ſame time ac- 
knowledging the divinity of Jeſus ; becauſe this conception 
was a manifeſtation of his eſſential dignity, of his infinite 
ſeparation from ſinners. Therefore, that huly thing, born 
of the Virgin was to be called the Son of God ; becauſe his 
ſupernatural way of receiving our nature was a neceſſary 
conſequence, and ſtriking proof of his being really and pro- 
perly a divine Perſon. We may add, that as Epiphanius 
oppoſes the phraſe mere man, to his miraculous conception; 


this muſt have been his meaning. For he knew that if 


Jeſus had only been miraculouſly conceived, without ha- 
ving had a previous exiſtence as God; he muſt, notwith- 
ſtanding, have been till a mere man. For this expreſſion 


— 
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does not refer to the manner of receiving human nature, 
but to the want of a ſuperior nature. f 5 


The meaning of Epiphanius further apyacds: rows! the 
ſentence preceding that which we have quoted. There lie 
affirms, that 4 in this only they differed from -Jews/ and 
« Chriſtians. They agreed not with Jews, becauſe' they 
« believed in Chriſt : and they did not concur in opinion 
« with Chriſtians, becauſe they ſtill adhered to the law *. 
Here their adherence to the law is mentioned as the-only 
difference between them and Chriſtians. Immediately 
after, he makes an exception as to the miraculous concep- 
tion, expreſſing his doubt about this from want of informa- 
tion. But if he had not meant this doctrine in its proper 
extent, as including the divinity of the perſon, he muſt 
have made another exception; eſpecially with Ia to a 
doctrine of ſuch magnitude. 
Dr P., indeed, avails himſelf as much as poſſible of this 
language. This,” he ſays, © amounts to no more than a 
doubt, which he afterwatds abandoned, by aſſerting that 
« the Ebionites held the ſame opinion concerning Chriſt 
„with the Nazarenes, which opinion he expreſsly ſtates 
to be their belief, that Jeſus was a mere man, and the 
« ſon of Joſeph 4.” I will not go ſo far as to adopt the 
language of our author's learned opponent; that“ it amounts 
to the unwilling confeſſion of a baſe accuſer, who had 
* not the hiberality to abſolve in explicit terms, when he 
„found himſelf unable to con vict.“ To me it ſeems to 
have proceeded from the circumſtance already mentioned, 
of ſome of the Nazarenes being detached from their origi- 
7 | F 3 | nal 
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himſelf without the leaſt heſitation as to the heterodoxy of 
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nal principles, by intercourſe with the Ebionites, connected 
with that of his not being fully informed as to the extent 


Of this apoſtaſy. At the ſame time it is granted that, as 
Epiphanius ſtill exhibits the heretics in the worſt point of 


view, his very heſitation, although we had nothing elſe, 


would be a ſtrong preſumption that they were ſound as to 


this doctrine. His language amounts to a declaration, that 


he had xo reaſon to ſay, or even to think, that they denied 


the divinity of Chriſt. He mentions no ground for this 
doubt. He does not ſo much as inſinuate that he ever 
heard their orthodoxy called in queſtion; while he expreſſes 


the Ebionites, on this point. If Dr P. had as much on his 
own fide, he would be apt to ſay that “ a negati ve proof 
„could not well be ſtronger than this.” He informs the 
world, that Dr Horſley 1s entirely miſtaken in thinking 
that only the ſmalleſt part of Diſſenters, in England, con- 
tinue to adhere to the doctrines called Calviniſtic. If it be 
true that a man of Dr Horlley's erudition and information, 
although he has ſpent his life in that country, is ſo exceed- 
ingly miſtaken as to a matter of fact, reſpecting the preſent 
ſtate of religion; need we be ſurprized that Epiphanius, a 
man of no deep reſearch, ſnould be at a loſs to know whe- 
ther the Nazarenes held the doctrine of our Saviour's di- 


vinity, or not; eſpecially as he might never be in that 


country in which he places them? | 
Dr Horſley has juſtly obſerved, that our author has not 


proved that Epiphanius abandons this doubt. As the 


learned Gentleman, in his Second Letters to Dr Horſley, 
made no direct reply to what had been oppoſed to his view, 
it ſeemed as if he had abandoned it. But, in his Hiſtory of 


Early Opinions, he brings it forward again; and although 


candour required that he ſhould have ſtated and anſwered 


the objections, he does not take the leaſt notice of them. 


r. 
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Had not this been the caſe, it would ſcarcely have been 
neceſſary to have offered any thing further on the ſubject. 
But the Hiſtory may be read by many, who will not think 
of looking back to the correſpondence. Therefore, it may 
not be improper fairly to exhibit the whole diſputed paſ- 
ſage. This, as much as any thing, will tend to illuſtrate 
the very {lender grounds on which Dr P. proceeds. 

1. © Ebion,” ſays the ancient writer, © from whom are 
the Ebionites, following next in order, and thinking in 
« the ſame manner with theſe, (the Nazarenes deſcribed 
« in the preceding chapter) in himſelf expreſſing the figure 
« of a multiform monſter, and fo to ſpeak, the form of the 
« ſerpentine Hydra fabled with many heads, roſe again 
into life; exiſting indeed from their ſchool, but teaching 
and declaring other things than are declared by them. 
For, as if any one ſhould form to himſelf an ornament of 
« different precious ſtones, and a covering of a parti-co- 
« Joured garment, and ſhould adorn himſelf in a ſplendid 
manner; even ſo alſo this perſon, on the other extreme, 
« indifferently embracing and receiving every thing hor- 
e rible, deſtructive and abominable, ſhapeleſs and abſurd, 
from each hereſy, conformed himſelf to them all. For 
„ indeed he has the abomination of the Samaritans, the 
name of the Jews, the plan * of the Oſſæans, the Na- 
« zarenes, and the Naſaræans, the form of the Cerinthians, 
« the ME manners of the Carpocratians, and he in- 

F 4 e clines 

We ſcarcely need to inveſtigate the meaning of particular words, 
where an author ſeems to have multiplied them, merely to repreſent the 
hereſy in the blackeſt colours. But if we are to look for any diſtinction, 
y»0.cn cannot properly be underſtood here as denoting doct᷑rine, becauſe 
yvoric is afterwards uſed in a different ſenſe from it. T'vewn has often the 
ſame meaning with conſilium : and here it may ſignify that ſcheme or 


plan of adherence to the law, which Ebion borrowed from theſe Jewiſh 
or Judaizing ſects. 


# 
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* clines to have his name ſrom the ( hriſtians. For truly, 
* he has not the practice, and plan, and doctrine of the 
„ goſpels, and of the Apoſtles; nor their confiſtency 
„with to faith. But being, as I may lay, the 
* middle of all, in a comparative point of view he is no- 
„thing: but what is written is fulfilled of him, I was al. 
„ moſt in all evil in the midſt of the church, and of the ſyna- 
« oogue. Being therefore, indeed, by reaſon of his abomi- 
& nable perverſeneſs, a Samaritan, he denies the name, 
„And confeſſing himſelf to be a Jew, he oppoſes: the Jews, 
* although agreeing with them in part; as, through divine 
* affiſtance, ſhall be afterwards ſhewn, in the things which 
„% we have to offer concerning him, and when we enter on 
te the confutation of them. 

2. For this Ebion was indeed cotemporary with theſe 
© (different claſſes of heretics), and in common with them 
« derived his origin from them (the Jews). And firſt, he 
n aſſerted that Chriſt was born of the commerce and ſeed 
* of man, namely of Joſeph. And as we have juſt now * 
t premiſed that in all things he agreed with the others, in 
&« this alone he differed; in embracing the Jewiſh law with 
© reſpe& to the Sabbath, circumciſion, and all other things 
« which are fulfilled by Jews and Samaritans, But this 
« perſon did ſtill more than the Jews, by imitating the 
e Samaritans,” We +. 
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To do juſtice to our learned author, I ſhall alſo exhibit 
his tranſlation of the laſt paragraph, in which he finds Epi- 
phanius abandoning bis doubt. He was cotemporary with 
* the former, and had the ſame origin with them; and firſt 
he afſerted that Chriſt was born of the commerce and 
of man, namely, Joſeph; as we fignified-above, re- 
*« ferring to the firſt words of his firſt ſection; when we 
« ſajd that in other reſpects he agreed with them all, and 
« differed from them only in this, vis. in his adherence to 
« the laws of the Jews with reſpect to the Sabbath, circum- 
« cifion, and other things that were 1 eee 
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and Samaritans. He moreover adopted many more 
things than the Jews, in imitation of the Samaritans *. | | 
Although Dr P. ſhould be indulged with his gwn view 
of this conteſted paſſage, he cannot ſupport it. For if tu 
in the beginning of this ſection, © refer to the firſt words of 
the former; the reference undoubtedly can include no 
more than what Epiphanius had aſſerted, either in theſe firſt 
words, or in what preceded them. But does he really aſ- 
ſert, in the firſt words, that Chriſt was of the ſeed of man ? 
There is not a veſtige of ſuch an afſertion. All that he ſays 
is, that Ebion thought in the ſame manner with theſe,” 
vin. the Nazarenes. But it will by no means follow that 
- the ancient writer meant to ſay, that the Nazarenes thought 
in the ſame manner with the Ebionites, His meaning un- 
51 doubtedly is, that Ebion adopted the diſtinguiſhing charac- 
teriſtic of the Nazarenes, in their adherencg to the law. 
But he immediately proceeds to ſhew that the former went 
a great way farther than the latter. Has Epiphanius aſ- 
ſerted, that this was the opinion of the Nazarenes concern- 
ing Chriſt, in any place preceding theſe firſt words? In vain 
Fl do we ſearch for it in the foregoing chapter, which wholly . 
4 | reſpects their hereſy. We have ſeen that all the length he 
It goes, is to inform the reader, that he could not ſay what 
was their doctrine on this ſubject. | 
# It appears that the learned Gentleman cannot ſupport his 
| view of the reference, as excluſively reſpecting the Naza- 
renes ; for he drops it before he has got to the end of the 
[ | ſentence, by tranſlating theſe words, Ta ia Toi any ty ana 
| Senn, in other reſpects he agreed with them all.” Theſe 
all are undoubtedly, in our author's idea, all the heretical 
ſets before mentioned. But here he breaks the unity of 
the whole. For the perſons referred to are certainly the 
- fame meant by the word rr. They muſt neceſſarily be 
2 the 
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the ſame; beeauſe their agreement in certain things, with 
a ſingle exception, is the very circumſtance to which he 
refers as formerly mentionel. Theſe words, however, 
ought to be rendered; He 3 2 het _ 
« ties) in all reſpeQts.” b 

Dr P., according to his own view of this ado: can in- 


fer as little from it for proving the identity of the Naza- 


renes and Ebionites, or even their agreement in denying 


the pre · exiſtence of Chriſt as he can from another paſſage 


with reſpect to the Nazarenes, in which he aſſerts their 
agreement with the Cerinthians. Ar held,” he SR, 
the ſame opinions 

Indeed, if our author's view of the the be juſt, all that 
it can amount to, is to ſet aſide the teſtimony of Epipha- 
nius entirely. For if a writer, in one chapter, devoted to 
the conſideration of a particular ſubject, aſſure us that he is 


not informed as to a certain point; yet, in the chapter im- 


mediately following, aſſert without heſitation what he had 
juſt before ſpoken of as unknown to him, without ſuch a 
reference to the former as to prevent miſtakes; no man of 
ſenſe can heſitate to affirm that his teſtimony is not worth 
contending for. 


But Dr P.'s view is liable to many conſiderable objec- 
tions. 1. It is a part of his ſyſtem, that Ebionites were 


ſtrictly cotemporary with the Nazarenes. Epiphanius 
could not mean this, becauſe in © the firſt words of his firſt 
e ſeion,” he ſays that Ebion followed them next in 


« order.” But if we underſtand Turwy as referring to the 


— — 


different heretical ſes, Ebion might, in a lax ſenſe, be ſaid 


to have been cotemporary with them, as ſignifying that all 
theſe parties exiſted when he made his appearance. 2. There 
is too great a diſtance between the relative and that to which 
it is ſuppoſed to refer. 3. New circumſtances are men- 
| tioned, 

Oos xixT1rTE ra Pgompals, Haer. 29. ſect. 1. 
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tioned, which break the connexion. In the beginning of 
che firſt ſection, Epiphanius aſſerts Ebion's agreement with 
the Nazarenes, vis. in ſome general character. But he 
immediately fubjoins, that although he © derived his exiſt- 
« ence from their ſchool, he taught and declared other 

things than what are declared by them.“ Then he pro- 
ceeds particularly to ſhew wherein he | differed from the 
Nazarenes. He illuſtrates this difference, by declaring his 
agreement with ſeveral other heretical ſects. It is a vety 
unnatural ſuppoſition, that, after ſtating his reſemblance to 
ſo many, he ſhould return to one; eſpecially after not only 
declaring that Ebion materially differed from that one, but 
- ſhewing his agreement with others as a proof of the extent 
of this difference. 4. According to our author's tranſlation 
of ra ton Toig annoy iv ana fporoy, the relative Terwy cannot 
reſpect © the firſt words of the firſt ſection; becauſe there 
Epiphanius has not fignified that he agreed with them all, 
but with the Nazarenes only. 5. The Doctor offers vio- 
lence to the language of Epiphanius. For his tranſlation of 
the words laſt mentioned is inadmiſſible. Ev ara muſt 
certainly be underſtood as denoting, not the perſons, but the 
reſpects in which they agreed: and Toig axxo the perſons, 
that is, the various ſeQs referred to. But this unnatural 
verſion ſeems to have been adopted from a wiſh to make it 
appear that, according to Epiphanius, Ebion agreed with 
the Nazarenes, in aſſerting that © Chriſt was born of the 
commerce and feed of man,” and that in other reſpects 
only he agreed with all the heretics formerly mentioned. 
But we are certain that the Cerinthians and Carpocratians, 
who are among their number, held this impious doctrine. 
It is, therefore, inconceivable, that Epiphanius ſhould in- 
tend to exclude them. 6. He has not ſignified abqgve,” 
that the Nazarenes held Chriſt to be the ſon of Joſeph. 

It appears that the only ſenſe which can be made of this 


paſſage, 
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paſſage, is to underſtand Tzrwy as referring in general to the 
different heretical bodies before-mentioned. This agrees 
beſt with what immediately follows “ and in common 
« with them he derived his origin from them, that is, from 
the Jews, who are particularly referred to in the cloſe of 
the preceding ſection. Thus, we. can rationally and con- 
ſiſtently account for his immediately introducing the doc- 
trine of Ebion with reſpe& to the mere humanity of Chriſt, 
This was a. doctrine of the infidel Jews. Cerinthus had 
borrowed it from them; and Ebion from the Cerinthians, 
For Epiphanius had declared that he could not, on good 
information, charge the Nazarenes with it. In this man- 
ner he ſhe ws the reſemblance of Ebion to the Cerinthians, 
one of the ſects referred to by rzruy, Having mentioned 
this doctrine, he puts the reader in mind of what he had 
already ſaid, that Ebion . agreed with the others in all 
« things.” Not one of the expreſſions. uſed is meant to 
denote a ſtriqt and perfect agreement, but merely a con- 
formity to each of theſe in ſome one reſpe& or other. He 
does not refer to © the firſt words of the firſt ſection, but 
to theſe preceding the names of the different parties; — 
« he conformed himſelf eig azaoas, to all.” 

But it might ſeem, that this general aſſertion was con- 
tradicted by the 44 words of the firſt ſection that while 
he © confeſſed that he was a Jew, he oppoſed himſelf to the 
Jews.“ Therefore, before proceeding to prove his aſ- 
ſertion, that Ebion conformed himſelf to all the other he- 
retical ſets, he ſhews in what ſenſe this exception, with 
reſpect to the Jews, was to be underſtood, It was in this, 
that although Ebion © embraced the law of Judaiſm, he 
vent a great deal farther than the Jews, in his imitatian 
of the Samaritans.” Thus he * oppoſed the Jews,” by 
«dopting the practices of a * with whom they would 


have 
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Chriſtum eſſe Dei Filium. Annot. in Matth. 
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have no intercourſe. In this, indeed, he differed from all 
the other ſects, by mingling the rites of both. 

He illuftrates this difference nearly to the end of the ſe- 
cond ſection. As a proof that he meant to ſhew, in the 


' 


beginning of it, the conformity of Ebion, in particular in- 


ſtances, to the other ſects formerly mentioned; he, in the 
beginning of the third, returns to what he had entered on, 


as to the conception of our Saviout. He afterwards pro- 


ceeds to ſhow what Ebion borrowed from the Oſſæans, 
Elceſaites, and Gnoſtics. 

It is worthy of obſervation, that Grotius, although un- 
doubtedly a Socinian, had too much candour and good 
ſenſe, to avail himſelf of the doubt expreſſed by Epipha- 
nius. He ſays; Epiphanius doubts whether theſe alſo 
« (the Nazarenes) aſſerted that Chriſt was a mere man, 


c. and alſo declares that he knew not, whether they 


t cut off the genealogy. But others do not plainly aſcribe 
« any thing peculiar to them, beſides the obſervation of 
« the Hebrew rites. As Irenzus makes no mention of 
« them in his account of hereſies, we are to judge favour- 
e ably of them; and ſo much the more that Auguſtine, 
« who conſulted more ancient writers, expreſsly affirms 
« that the Nazarenes confeſſed Chriſt to be the Son of 


Gods.“ This learned man does not ſeem to have en- 


tertained a ſingle idea as to the pretended identity of Na- 


zarenes and Ebionites. 
11 appears to me, indeed, that Epiphanius abandoned 
« his 


* Et cum dubitet 33 an hi quoque IM evIporey (bominem 
merum) Chriſtum dicerent, &c. Sed et neſcire ſe dicat an abſcindant 
genealogias ab Abrahamo uſque ad Chriſtum. Alii verd nihil plane 
illis tribuant proprium preter Hebræorum rituum obſervationem. Ire- 
neus verd nullam eorum mentionem facit in recenſu hereſeon, in partem 
meliorem de illis judicandum eſt, edque magis, quod Auguſtinus, qui 
vetuſtiores ſcriptores conſuluit, diſertè affirmat confiteri Nazaracos 


- 
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« his doubt” in a manner directly the reverſe of what Dr P. 
repreſents as the fact. The ancient writer has divided his 
work into volumes. To every volume he has prefixed an 
index, expreſſing the names of the hereſies deſeribed in it, 
their number, and the principal features of each hereſy. 
Theſe ſummaries have evidently been written after the 
work was finiſhed . In that prefixed to the ſecond vo- 
lume, which contains the account of the Nazarenes, he 
ſays of them; They confeſs that Jeſus is-the Chriſt, the 
« Son of God, but live in all reſpeQs according to, the 
% law +. ” Itis evident that the only thing that he here 
finds blameworthy i in them is their Judaiſm, 

Epiphanius, in the cloſe of the ſecond ſection, ſpeaks of 
0 NaGagmu ol avout, the lawleſs Nazarenes.” This Dr 
Horſley underſtands of that Jewiſh ſect ſaid to have borne 
this name. But as the exiſtence of this ſect is very 
doubtful, although the expreſſion ſhould be underſtood of 
the Chriſtian Nazarenes, it is no evidence that' the wri- 
ter had a bad opinion of their faith and practice. Avoune 
may be merely a parody on the word , by which the 
writer might mean to fignify that, by their obſtinate at- 
tachment to the Moſaic: lau, they were without law; be- 
cauſe, in this inſtance, they renounced the authority' of 
Chriſt, and ſeparated from his church. I ſhall only add, 
that, although Epiphanius had never abandoned his doubt, 
it could be of no weight in this controverſy. For, as will 
be fully proved afterwards, it was entirely groundleſs. 

Dr P. refers to Auſtin as ſaying, that the Nazarenes 
« were by ſome called Symmachians, from Symmachus, 
who is not only generally called an Ebionite, but who 
wrote expreſsly againſt the doctrine of the miraculous 
| conception. 
* Epiph. Reſponſ. ad Epiſt. Acacii. 


t Nato, o Kpiror 0k0A0yvueiy Incovy vior On, ravra Ji nara v 
T6AiTewwowrves, Op. vol. i. p. 53. 


8 


o 


This temperate management of the Holy Spirit working 


« conception. . then,” he ſays © could the Nazarenes 
« be thought to be different from the Ebionites ?—Auſtin 
4 does hot ſay that they were miſcalled *.” The Doc- 
tor ſeems to refer to a paſſage in Auſtin's work againſt 
Creſconius: and in the uſe of this argument he has the 
honour of following the footſteps. of Toland +, But Auſtin 
does not ſay that theſe heretics were called Symmachians, 
from Symmachns. Nor does he even ſay,. that © the Na- 
« zarenes were by ſome called Symmachians.” Let the 
good, man ſpeak for himſelf : * And now there are cer- 
« tain heretics, who call themſelves Nazarenes, but, by 
« ſome they are denominated Symmachians; and they re- 
« tain the Jewiſh circumciſion, and the Chriſtian bap- 
« tiſm .“ This is not, indeed, the only place in which 


- we find the ſame language. Fauſtus, the Manichæan, ha- 


ving ſaid ig his work, © If any of the Nazarenes, whom 
others call Symmachians, ſhall object, Ce. Auſtin, 
ſpeaking of the decree of the ſynod of Jeruſalem, replies, 


« by the Apoſtles, as it diſpleaſed ſome believers of the 
« circumciſion, who did not underſtand theſe things, they 
continued in their perverſeneſs, ſo as to force the Gen- 
« tiles to judaize. Theſe are they whom Fauſtus has 
« mentioned under the name of Symmachians or Naza- 
* renes, who. continue to our own time, although their 
« number is very ſmall ||.” Whoever ele) heretics were, 
2 « they 
* Vol. iii. p. 183. 

+ Nazaren. c. 20. ap. Moſheim Vindic. p. 148. | 
Et nunc ſunt quidam beretici, qui ſe Nazarenos vocant, a nonnullis 
autem Symmachiani appellantur, et circumcifionem habent Judzorum, et 
baptiſmum Chriſhanorum. Cont; Creſconium, lib. i. p. 168. 
I Et tamen hec fi midi Nawareorum objiceret gui /quam 96. ali; 
Symmachianos appellant. que Jeſus dixerit, non ſe veniſſe ſolvere le gem, 
&c, Fauſt.— Hoc igitar temperamentum moderamenque ſpiritus ſancti 


per apoſtolos operantis, eum diſplicuiſſet quibuſdam ex circumciſſone 


0 
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they were undoubtedly the ſame referred to in his work 
againſt Creſconius. \ 

But the deſcription given is that of Ebionltes. It is 
moſt probable that theſe heretics, unwilling to acknowledge 
a name which evidently implied that they had their ori- 
gin from a particular hereſiarcb, wiſhed to be called Naza- 
renes, in common with thoſe to whom this name properly 
belonged ; eſpecially as both parties adhered to the law. 
Thus they might hope to paſs with ſome for the genuine 
ſucceſſors of thoſe who were firſt called Nazarenes. The 
learned Valeſius, to whoſe opinion our author at times pays 
great reſpe&, ſuppoſes that © the Ebionites were, in later 
« ages, called Symmachians, from Symmachus, who 
« ſtrenuouſly ſupported their doctrines . The account 
given of them is ſuch as applies to Ebionites only. For 

Ambroſe ſays that © the Symmachians, after the manner 
of Photinus, aſſert that Chriſt is not God and man, but 
„ man only .“ The manner in which Auſtin ſpeaks. of 
the name Nazarenes is a ſtrong preſumption that he had 
the Ebionites in his eye. For he ſpeaks as if theſe heretics, 
dad only wiſhed to. be called Nazarenes. They took this 
name to themſelves. But it does not appear that it was 
generally given them by others. How different is this 
from his rr true Nazarenes, as evi- 

Vol. II. 3 f dently 
credentibus, qui hc non intelligebant, in ea perverſitate manſerunt, ut 

et gentes cogerent judaizare, Ii ſunt, quos Fauſtus Symmachianorum vel 

Nazarzorum nomine commemoravit, qui uſque ad noſtra tempora jam 


quidem in exigua, ſed adhuc tamen vel in ipſa paucitate perdurant. 
Cont, Fauſt. I. 19. c. 18. 

* Porro ab hoc Symmacho Ebionei poſtea dicti ſunt Symmachiani, eo 
quod Symmachus dogma illoram validiſſime aſſeruiſſet. Annot. in Euſ. 
Hiſt. I. 6. c. 17. p. 278. 

t Sicut et Symmachiani qui ex Phariſzis originem trabunt, qui ſervata 
omni lege Chriſtianos ſe dicunt, more Photini Chriſtum non Deum et 


hominem, ſed bominem tantummodo definientes. Prol. Comment. in 
Galat. Ibid. 
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works. He diſcovers no inclination to ſwell it by making 
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dently diſtinguiſhed from Ebionites? We have ſeen, from 


his reply to Jerom, that he deſeribes them as thoſe © who 
* are commonly called Nazarenes . | 
But although Auſtin had expreſsly ſaid that the Naza- 


renes were the ſame people with the Symmachians, we could 
not have juſtly inferred that they were the ſame with the 


Ebionites. For in his treatiſe on hereſies, he particularly 
diſtinguiſhes the Nazarenes from the Ebionites. Now, 
whether ought we to pay moſt regard to a tranſient ex- 
preſſion in a work, in which the author is not particularly 
treating concerning the peculiar doctrines of thefe heretics, 
or to an expreſs diſtinction in another work, undertaken 
for the purpoſe of accurately diſtinguiſhing between diffe. 
rent herefies? Auſtin's book -concerning herefies is evi- 
dently written far more conciſely than moſt of his other 


unneceſſary diſtinctions. He declares, in the Preface, that 
it had coſt him much thought, and expreſſes the greateſt 
anxiety for giving juſt accounts. It was alſo poſterior to 
thoſe works in which he ſpeaks of the Sy mmachians. 
Therefore, if there be any error, we are to correct them 
by it, and not it by them. 

Dr P. further obſerves: That Auftin did not conflder 
the Nazarenes in any favourable light, is evident from his 
« calling them Beretics +.” But this is away from the point. 


For the queſtion is not, Whether Auſtin conſidered the 


Nazarenes as heretics? but, Whether he viewed them as 
the ſame with the Ebionites ? Becauſe he calls them here- 
tics, muſt we conclude that he reckoned them chargeable 
with the worſt of herefies ? ? If the Nazarenes were not for- 
mally excommunicated, they virtually excommunicated 

= themſelves, 


. Vel eorum, quos vulgò Nazarwos E . 2 Opera, vol. ii. 


P. 29. 
+ Vol. iii. p. 185. 
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| themſelves, by adhering to the law, after the obſervation 
of it was generally accounted unlawful. Now, it is unde- - 
niable that, in the time of Auſtin, all who did not com- 
municate with the Catholic church, were without diftinc- 
tion called heretics. But our learned author is never at a 
loſs. He can turn his argument either way. He contends 
that, in the opinion of Irenæus, the Ebionites were not Bere- 
tics, becauſe, how much ſoever he ſays againſt them, he 
does not expreſsly uſe the word Beretics or hereſy. But 
becauſe Auſtin uſes this language with reſpect to the Na- 
zarenes, he muſt have confidered them as the wor kind 
of heretics that the church, in his time, knew. What 
© more,” ſays he, © could Auftin have ſaid of the Ebio- 
« nites?” Had he thought that nothing but ſtrong lan- 
guage could mark the peculiar groſsneſs of one hereſy, in 
compariſon with another, he could have ſaid, as Epipha- 
- nius had done before him, that © they indifferently recej- 
« ved and embraced every thing horrible, deſtructive, and 
%% abominable, ſhapeleſs and abſurd from other herefies.” 
But he did-not think of a gradation of titles, according to 
the ſuppoſed enormity of the herefies. He preferred a 
plan fully as good. He pointed out the doctrines of each 

heretical ſect. 7 19 
But Dr P. adds; « Can it be ſuppoſed that he would 
have ſpoken of the Nazarenes in this manner, if he had 
thought them orthodox with reſpect to the doctrine of the 
« Trinity ; eſpecially confidering that it was in an age in 
+ which the greateſt account was made of that doctrine ; ſo 
that perfect ſoundneſs in this article may be ſuppoſed to 
have atoned for defects in other things?“ To this I re- 
ply; Did not Auſtin account the Donatiſts heretics, al- 
though their ſoundneſs in the faith was never ſuſpected? 
Can it be ſuppoſed that he would have ſpoken of the Na- 
zarenes, as © confeſſiug that Chriſt is the Son of God,” if 
8 | G 2 he 
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language, any force in the oppoſition ſtated between cum 
and tamen, this muſt be viewed as a conceſſion in their fa- 
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he had thought them heterodox with reſpect to the doctrine 
of the Trinity? Did Auſtin. account any thing a confeſſion 
of Chriſt as the Son of God, but a confeſſion that he was 
of the. ſame eſſence with the Father? Did: be write © in an 
" 08%, much the ;granteſt. acorant was made. (of; this 
« doctrine; and would Be make ſo little account of it as 


ee confeſſed Chriſt to be the Son of 


„God, who, according to. his perſuaſion, held damnable 
doctrines in direct oppoſition to this moſt important 
article of faith? For this is his language: The Nazarenes 
« though they confeſs Chriſt to be the Son of God, ne ver- 
© theleſs obſerve all. the old law, which Chriſtians have 
« learned, by Apoſtolical tradition, not td obſerye carnally, 
but ſpiritually *.” Nothing can be more evident than 
that. their. belief with reſpe& to Chriſt is not introduced in 
the dark fide of, their character; which, had.it been falſe, 


would undoubtedly have been the caſe, eſpecially. . in an 


age in · which the. greateſt account was made of this doc - 
« trine. Indeed, if there be any propriety in Auſtin's 


After this account of the Nazarenes, Auſtin e 
ly adds; The Ebionites fay that Chriſt is no more than 
« mere man. They abſerve the carnal commandments 
&« of the law 4,” Cc. It would be an inſult on the reader's 
underſtanding to inquire,.if, according to the ideas of Au- 
ſtin, there be no: difference between . confeſſing Chriſt to 
be the Son of God, and “ ſaying that he is man only?“ 

* Nazarzi, cum Dei Filium confiteantur eſſe Chriſtum, omnia tamen 


veteris legis obſervant, quæ Chriſtiani per Apoſtolicam traditionem non 
obſervare carnaliter, ſed ſpiritualiter Gidicernnt: De Hereſ. c. 9. vol. 6. 


P. 7. 
+ Hebionei Chriſtum etiam a hominem dicunt. Mandate 


carnalia legis obſervant, &c. Ibid. c. 10. 
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Dr P., indeed, ſays that Auſtin, © in his Catalogue of 
« Zerefies, makes a difference between the Ebionites and 
« Nazarenes, but by no means that which makes the latter 
4 to have been believers in the divinity of Chriſt, and the 
4 former fot . But leaving the reader to judge for him- 
ſelf, 1 ſhall only aſk, if Auſtin does not expreſs the faith of 
the Nazarenes on this point, in the very ſame language in 
which he would have expreſſed his own? But as the Doc- 
tor, notwithſtanding, grants that Auſtin makes a difference 
between -theſe heretics, while he himſelf makes none, how 
does he evade the force of his teſtimony in this reſpe&? 
The proceſs is entertaining. He admits that “ it was a 
„common opinion, eſpecially in the Weſt, that there was 
« ſome difference between them.“ He infers that © it was 
very natural in Auſtin to mention them ſeparately, whe- 
ther Jerom had made them the ſame or not.” If this 
opinion was common in that age, why does Dr P. adopt a 
different one in this? His reaſon ſeems to lie in the follow- 
ing exception; —“ Though the writers who {peak of it 
could never be certain in what it conſiſted.“ But though 
this were true, the oircumſtance of its being a common opi- 
nion would be a ſtrong preſumption that there was a real dif. 
ference ; unleſs it be ſuppoſed that we in the eighteenth cen- 
tury have better acceſs to know the truth concerning theſe 
people, than thoſe who lived while they continued to exiſt. 

But Dr P. can produce no proof that theſe writers were 
not certain as to the difference. Perhaps, he has Epipha- 
nius in his eye. But he declares his uncertainty as to one 
circumſtance only, while he ſpeaks with the greateſt cer - 
tainty as to many others. With reſpect to Jerom and Au- 
ſtin, our author may, if he pleaſe, aſſert, that they erred as 
to the difference ſtated by them. However, he cannot tru- 
Iy ſay, that they ſpeak with any heſitation. But why does 
G 3 he 


Vol. iii. p. 194. 
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he make this opinion eſpecially common in the Weſt? I tan 


conceive no reaſon for this, but that theſe hereſies had their 
ſeat in the Zaſt. He removes the patrons of this opinion 
to as great a diſtance as poſſible; in order to infuſe a ſuſpi- 


cion, that they were too diſtant to know the truth. Au- 
ſtin, indeed, lived in Africa, which is undoubtedly weſt 


from Peræa. Jerom was born in Dalmatia, But he re- 
ſided four years in the defarts of the Syrians and Haga- 
renes, at no great diſtance, as would ſeem from the country 
inhabited by theſe ſeas. He afterwards paſſed the greateſt 
part of his life in Paleſtine, where he died. Nay, he was 
perſonally acquainted with ſome of both parties. Eptpha- 
nius was born and educated in Paleſtine, and ſpent many 
years there in the monaſtic life; and was afterwards 15 
ſhop of Conſtantia in the Iſle of Cyprus. 
It has been ſaid that Philaſtrius, who wrote before Auftin | 
on this ſubject, does not charge the Nazarenes with any 
hereſy concerning the perſon of Chriſt . Bur Dr P. avails 


* himſelf of the teſtimony of Theodoret, who © living in 


« Syria,” he ſays, © had a good oportuninity of being ac- 
« quainted with the Nazarenes.” He deſcribes them as 
follows: The Nazarenes are Jews who honour Chrift as 
* a righteons man, and uſe the goſpel according to Peter 4.” 
But Moſheim has clearly ſhewn, that his teſtimony is of no 
weight in this matter. He was not only later than any of 
the writers already mentioned; but the reſt of his account 
of the Nazarenes is ſuch as ſhews that, whatever opportu- 
nity he had of being acquainted with them, he had not im- 
proved it. * 99% that =P DAN. n 

Peter. 

* Bull's Judg. Cath. Church, chap. 2. n 13. nig de Here. ſect 1. 

0. 7. 


FO. N nie Id tet rior, ror Xpirov TIiR@VTE; f aviporer Sixatcy, 
wat r Xxanupivu dat II reer tvayſ AU x, ανιννν Her. Fab. I. 3. 
pap. 2. ap. auct. vol. iii. p. 183. | 
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Peter. But this was never uſed by thi ee but by 
the Docete, thoſe Gnoſtics whom our Author ſets in the 
moſt dire& oppoſition to them, as maintdining that Chrilt 
was man in appearance only“. 

Theodoret alſo gives it as the teſtimony of Euſebius, that 
theſe heretics made their firſt appearance in the reign of 
Domitian. But that hiſtorian does not, as far as we know, 
once mention the Nazarenes : and he gives the Ebionites no 
earlier date than the reign of Trajan +. Theodoret alſo aſſerts 
that Juſtin Martyr, Irenæus and Origen wrote againſt the | 
Nazarenes ; while their very name is mentioned by none 
of theſe fathers. As Juſtin wrote againſt all hereſies, it 
may be ſuppoſed that Theodoret had ſeen this work, al- 
though it is now loſt. But it is not at all likely, that he 
ſhould have been acquainted with a work unknown to 
Euſebius . Either Theodoret ſpeaks without any ground 
in what he aſſerts concerning theſe fathers ; or, if Juſtin 
really wrote againſt the Nazarenes, they were accounted 
heretics in his time. If the firſt be true, the teſtimony 
of Theodoret goes for nothing; if the ſecond, it is ſup- 
ported at the expence of the Doctor's own ſyſtem. ' For 
thoſe whom the church accounted heretics ſo early as the 
age of An nnn . 
the apoſtles. 

It has been urged by Mein e eden 
of Theodoret's not being ſatisfied that the Nazarenes de- 
nied the divinity of Chriſt, that when he afterwards muſters 
up almoſt all the heretics who did ſo, he omits' the Naza- 
renes. But the Ebionites, and Theodotians, and Arte- 
monites, and Photinians, have aſſerted that Chriſt is a 
mere man born of a virgin gj. However, I do not think 
that much ſtreſs can be laid on this. It is a further proof 
of his inaccuracy : as he ſpeaks of the Ebionites, without 
diſtinction, as believing the miraculous conception. | 

G 4 Dr 

„ Euſ. Hiſt, I. 6. e. 12. p. 270. + Lid. I. 3. e. 27. : 

} Vid. Moſheim, Vindic. p. 199.—111, 5 Ibid. p. 111. 
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Dr P., before cloſing this chapter, goes a little farther 

back, in order to prove the lawful deſcent of his ancient 
friends from the firſt Hebrew Chriſtians. © The reſem- 
« blance,” he ſays, © between the character of the Ehionites, 
« as given by the early Chriſtian fathers, and that of the 
% Jewiſh Chriſtians at the time of Paul's laſt journey to Je- 
« ruſalem, is very ſtriking. After he had given an ac- 
“count of his conduct to the more intelligent of them, 
“they were ſatisfied with it; but they thought there would 
5 be great difficulty in ſatisfying others. Thou ſeeft, Bro- 
« ther, ſay they to him, Ads xxi. 20. haw many thouſands 
„ Fews there are wha believe, and they are all zealous of 
« the law. And they are informed of thee that thou teacheſt 
all the Fews who are among the Gentiles, to far ſake Moſes; 
« ſaying that they ought not to circumciſe their children, nei- 
* ther to walk after their cuſtoms. What is it therefore ? 
We multitudes muſt needs come together, for they will hear 
that thou art come. Do therefore this that we ſay unto 
* thee: We have four men who have a vow upon them; 
« them take and purify thyſelf with them, — that all may 
«© now that thoſe things whereof they were informed con- 
&* cerning thee are nothing, but that thou thyſelf alſo walkeſt 
% orderly, and keepeſt the lau.“ Here the Doctor ſtops 
ſhort ; adding, © So great a reſemblance in ſome things, 
% vis. their attachment to the law and their prejudices a- 
“ gainſt Paul, cannot but lead us to imagine that they were 
the ſame in other reſpects alſo, both being equally zealous 
4 obſervers of the law, and equally ſtrangers to the doctrine 
- © of the divinity of Chriſt * ” 

But why does the learned dene bend een 
verſe immediately following what he has quoted? He had, 
indeed, ſufficient reaſon for this. He muſt have known that 
it would ſpoil the reſemblance. For the Ebionites had a diſtin- 
guiſhing feature which theſe Hebrew Chriſtians wanted. 
Dx 


"Mp Vol. i iii. p. 187,199, 


„Chap. V. not the ſame People. 105 
Dr P. elſewhere acknowledges what he found it impoſſible th. 
deny; that the Ehionites, at leaſt many of them, would 
have impoſed the yoke of the,* Jewiſh law upon the Gentile 
« Chriſtians, and would not communicate with thoſe who 
were not circumciſed . There is not the leaſt reaſon for 
the exception. For according to the unanimous voice of anti- 
quity, this was the principle of all of them. Was it becauſe. 
Paul taught that the Gentiles were not bound by the law of 
Moſes, that theſe many thouſands were offended? There is not 
the leaſt evidence of this, from the words quoted. The only 
ground of offence mentioned, is that he taught the Jews who 
were among the Gentiles, to forſake Moſes. The conformity 
adviſed by the Apoſtles, was only meant as a proof that Paul 
himſelf, being a Jew, kept the law; and therefore, that he 
could not be ſuppoſed to entice others to for ſale it. But the 
words immediately following the quotation, ſhew that they 
had no wiſh to conſtrain the Gentiles to obſerve the law : 
As touching the Gentiles who believe, we have written and 
concluded, that they obſerve no ſuch things, ſave only that 
they keep themſelves from things offered to idoli, and from 
blood, and from flrangled, and from fornication, ver. 25. 
This decree was in full force. The obſervation of the ce- 
remonial law by the Gentiles was, not only not required, 
but prohibited by the Synod of Jeruſalem. Had this de- 
cree been oppoſed by the multitudes, they would have been 
rebels againſt the Apoſtles, nay, againſt the Holy Ghoſt. 
(chap. xv. 28). But we are under the neceſſity of con- 
cluding that it was agreeable to them, if we grant the truth 
of the hiſtory of the Acts. For it pleaſed, not the Apo- 
ſtles and elders only, but the whole church, ver. 22. Theſe 
many thouſands of Hebrew believers, though zealous for 
the law themſelves, and urging its obſervation on all of 
their own nation, left the Gentiles at liberty, except in the 
things mentioned. Therefore, they were not Ebionites. 


| And 
Vol. iii. p. 202. 
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And fince they did not reſemble them in this reſpect, al- 
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though we had no other evidence, we might conclude, ac- 


- cording to our author's own plan of reaſoning, that CoM 


were not the ſame in other reſpects.” 

He concludes this chapter with theſe + 3 1 have 
« not met with any mention of more than one orthodox 
« Jewiſh Chriſtian in the courſe of my reading; and that 
is one whoſe name was Joſeph, whom Epiphanius ſays 
© he met with at Scythopolis, when all the einer inhabi- 


6 tants of the place were Arians.” 


It is evidently our author's wiſh as much as dochble to re- 
duce the number of orthodox Hebrews. Had he been as 


anxious to meet with thoſe of this deſcription; as with Uni- 
tarians, f he might have found that this Joſeph had many 


brethren. Had he only looked into the fifth ſection of the 
ſame chapter, he muſt have obſerved that there was, in that 
very place, another, a certain young man, * an orthodox 
i believer from among the Hebrews ,“ who ſecretly viſit- 


ed Epiphanius and his company. Had he only Jooked 


through the ſame ſection in which Joſeph is firſt mentioned, 
he muſt have ſound that the Patriarch Ellel, the deſcendent 
of Gamaliel, when dying, embraced Chriſtianity. It is e- 
vident, that he alſo was an orthodox Hebrew Chriſtian. 


For Epiphanius ſays, that when he was baptized by the 


Biſhop of Tiberias, he was * initiated into holy myſteries.” 
Now, in juſtice, this language muſt be ——— accord - 
ing to the perſuaſion of the writer. _ 

It is ſtrange, that Dr P. ſhould ſpeak exclufrvety of Joleph, 
when he had the very ſame evidence of the exiſtence of other 
orthodox Chriſtians, of Hebrew origin, as of his. For in the 
very page in which Epiphanius enters on his account of 


| Joſeph, he informs us that the Goſpel of John, and the 


Acts of the Apoſtles, were tranſlated into Hebrew, and 


S Ax Lega, eb; wiorevwr, Epiph. Har, 30. | 
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moſt ſecretly preſerved in tlie treaſuries of the Jews at Ti. 
berias ; adding, that ſome of 'thoſe converted from Judaiſm 
had moſt accurately declared this to him. Nay, he furthet 
ſays, that * theſe Jews, who made this declaration to him, 
fn. ets ee regs this means they had ann 
« Chriſt v. 

Onr land anche; i he paid the leaſt relpect to the 
connexion, could not but obſerve that theſe perſons, what- 
ever their number might be, were of the ſame faith with 
the orthodox Joſeph- For in this manner Epiphanius be- 
gins to deſcribe him: * But Joſeph was one of them,” oe. 
It is at any rate undeniable, that the Ebionites 3 
both the Goſpel of John and the Acts of the Apoſtles. 

Epiphanius himſelf was a jewiſn Chriſtian. He was 
not only born à Jew, but educated in that religion. In 
his life, ſaid to be written by John,-one of his diſciples, it is 
aſſerted that after his father's death, one Tryphon a Jew 
took him under his care, and diligently taught him all 
« things pertaining to the Iaw and the Hebrew elements; 
« and that Epiphanius grew in age, and in the wiſdom of 
„the Hebrews +.” Dr P. entertains no doubt of the Ore 
thodoxy of this Jeuiſh Chriſtian. = 

I have already made ſome remarks on that paſſage in 
Jerom, which has been generally brought to prove, that he 
did not conſider the Nazarenes and Ebionites as the ſame 
people. But I have met with many other paſſages in his 
works, which although they do not ſeem to have been at- 
tended to in reſpe& to the queſtion at iſſue, ſhew in the 
cleareſt manner, that he viewed them as entirely diſtin&. 

This father has a greater claim to our regard than any o- 
| - ther 

® Ng xa aro Tovrov TeL5 are yxourTa; Tovg Tovdainug nai vOnyno uu 
Vous ts Xgiorow TrrioTwwx wei, Hy & Ti avtwr IvonTos, c. Her. 
30. ſect. 5. vol. i. p. 129. | 
I Vita Epiph. ſect. 5. vol. ii. p. 321. 1 
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cher writer who has mentioned theſe ſects; becauſe he was 
much better acquainted with them. He does not ſpeak 
from report, but from perſonal knowledge. The paſſages 
referred to eſpecially deſerve our attention, becauſe' they 

expreſs the ſentiments of the writer, when he is not agitat- 
ed by the heat of controverſy, but "_ —— on 
the language of inſpiration. 

Although, on one occaſion, . che iden of 
the introduction of hereſy into the church and irritated'by 
oppoſition, we have heard him refuſe that the Nazarenes 
were either Jews. or Chriſtians; he generally repreſents 
them in a more favourable light. Referring to one of 
theſe people, he calls him“ an Hebrew of the Nazarene 
ſect v. He ſays that ** they fo receive Chriſt, as not to 
© renounce the legal obſervances ;“ and ſeems to conſider 
this as the only difference between them and other Chri- 
ſtians. He gives them the moderate epithet of errantes ; 
producing no other evidence of its juſtneſs than their © en- 
« deavouring to preſerve the aboliſhed rites j.” Quoting 
theſe words, No man putteth new wine into old bottles, 
Such are the Nazarenes,” he ſays, © who attempt to a- 
i dapt the obſervation of the old law to the grace of the 
« goſpel ||.” In a word, he gives the very ſame account of 
them as of thoſe Chriſtians, for whoſe ſake, he ſays, Mat- 
thew wrote his goſpel in Hebrew g. But he exhibits the 

| Ebionites 

* Legi nuper in quodam Hebraico volumine, quod Nazarenz ſecter 


mihi Hebræus obtulit, Hieremiz apocryphum, &c. In Mat. xxvii. 9. 


+ Nazarzi, qui ita Chriſtum recipiunt, ut obſervationes legis veteris 
pon amittant. In Efai. cap. viii. 14. 


Nec juxta errantes Nazarzos, abolitis ſacribieiis inſervient, ſed ſpiritua · 
lem cultum ſectabuntur. In Hierem. cap. iii. 14. 

Tales ſunt Nazarzi, qui veteris legis obſervantiam, evangelice gra- 
tiz aptare conantur, In Ezek. xvi. 16. 

$ Primus omnium Matthzus eft, —qui evangelium in Judza Hehrzo 
ſermone ædidit: ob eorum vel maxime cauſam, qui in FOR crediderant 
3 5 21 
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Ebionites in a very different light. He frequently claſſes 
them with Photinus ; while he characterizes him and 
Samoſatenus as accurſed +; He calls the Ebionites * heirs 
« of the error of the Jews t; and even conſiders them as 
« denying that Chriſt came in the fleſh ||.” r i 

While he admits, without any reſerve as to this point, 
that the Nazarenes believe in Chriſt, he denies this with 
reſpe& to the Ebionites. For, ſpeaking of the ambiguous 
interpretation of a paſſage, he ſays; © It is no wonder that 
« thoſe have given a wrong interpretation of it, who were 
«unwilling to ſay any thing to the honour of Chriſt, in 
whom they did not believe; F mean the Jews or Semi- 
Jews, the Ebionites 56. The denial of faith in Chriſt 
muſt extend to the latter, as well as to the former. 

Even when he aſſociates the Nazarenes with the Ebio- 
nites, he exhibits them as different ſeas. Explaining theſe 
words, Who bath required this at your hands? he ſays; 
Let the Ebionites give ear, who think that the aboliſhed 
law is to be obſerved, even after the paſſion of our Lord. 
Let the aſſociates of the Ebionites hear, who conclude that 
« theſe things nnn * by thoſe 

ü « of 
ex Judzis : et nequaquam legis umbram, ſuecedente evangelii verges, 
fervabant, Proœm. in Mat. 


* Hebionis et Photini etiam hinc herefis retundenda, quod Dominus 
noſter Jeſus Chriſtus Deus fit. In Gal. i. 1. 


Ex hoc loco Hedbionis et Photini dogma conteritur, &. In Gal. i. 17. 

+ Paulus autem Samoſatenus et Fotinus—malediRi erunt ou. haben- 
tes in homine. In Hierem.. xvii. 5. 

+ Judzi et Judaici errores Hebionitæ. In Efai. Ixvi. 29. | 

Hæreticorum ſemina pullularent Cherinti, Hebionis, et czterorum, 
qui negant Chriſtum in carne veniſſe. Proœm in Mat. 

Non mirum cur male interpretati ſunt, nec voluerunt de Chriſlo 


glorioſum quid dicere, in quem non credebant: videlicet ut Judzi aut 
Semijudzi, id eſt Hebionitz, - In Efai. ii. 22, 
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of the ſtock of Ifrael .“ Whom can he mean but che 
Nazarenes? But while he calls them aſſociates or allies of 
the Ebionites, they are exhibited as diſtinct. They are 
alſo repreſented as connected with each other, merely in re- 
gard to the law. Nay, even when he declares their con- 
nexion in this ſingle inſtance, he does it ſo as to mark a very 
important difference in the ſame reſpect. For he evidently 
means that the Ebionites conſidered the law as of univerſal 
obligation, but that their allies viewed it as _ 1 on 
the natural poſterity of Abraham. 

While he ſeems to have been an entire ee 
Ebionites who believed the miraculous conception, he in 
many places repreſents this as the doctrine of the Nazarenes. 
He frequently quotes that ſtrange expreſſion which their 
Goſpel aſcribes to the Saviour; My mother, the Holy 
Spirit, juſt now laid hold upon me. But the very man- 
ner in which he quotes it, contains a proof of his favourable 
opinion of them. Inſtead of expoſing them to ridicule, he 
apologizes for the fingularity of the expreſſion. * No one,” 
he ſays, © ought to be offended on this account ; becauſe 
the Jews expreſs the Spirit in the feminine gender, while 
« in our language it is maſculine, and neuter in Greek. 
For in the deity there is no ſex. Therefore, in the three 
principal languages, in which the title of our Lord's pal- 
« fhon was written, it is expreſſed in the three different gen- 
ders, that we may know that it is of no particular gen- 
« der +.” He does not write like one who conſidered them 

F | F i a 
AAudiant Hebionei; qui poſt paſſonem Chriſti abolitam legem pu- 
tant eſſe ſervandam: Audiant Hedionitarum ſocii : qui Judeis tantum et 
de ſtirpe Iſraelitici generis bzc cuſtodienda de cernunt. In Eſai. i. 12. 
f Sed in evangelio quod juxta Hebræos ſcriptum, Nazarzi lectitant, 
Dominus loquitur: Modo me tulit mater mea, Spiritus ſanctus. Nemo 
autem in hac parte ſcandalizari debet, quod dicatur apud Hebræos fpiritus 
 genere feeninino, cum noſtra . appelletur genere maſculino, et 
© Greco 
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as heretical with reſpect to the doctrine of the Spirit; as 
he muſt have done, had he believed that they viewed this 
adorable Perſon as a mere attribute. 

From the manner in which he quotes this Goſpel, with 
reſpect to the deſcent of the Spirit, he evidently conſiders 
the Nazarenes as believing Jeſus to be a divine Perſon. II- 
luſtrating theſe words, In him it pleaſed that all fullneſs of 
the Godhead ſhould dwell bodily ; By no means partially,” 
he ſays, © as in other ſaints ;” but according to their Goſpel, 
which, being wrote in Hebrew, the Nazarenes read, the 
* whole fountain of the Holy Spirit deſcended on him. 
« Befides, in the Goſpel which we have mentioned above, 
« we find theſe things written; But it came to paſs, when 
© the Lord aſcended from the water, that the whole fountain 
of the Holy Spirit deſcended and reſted on him, and ſaid 
to him, My Son, I have waited for thy coming during the 
+ miniſtry of all the prophets, that I night reſt upon thee: 
For thou art my reſt; thou art my firſt-begotten, who 
* reigneſt for ever.” Which Spirit of the Lord is alſo called 
the Spirit of Wiſdom. For all things were made by bim, 
and without him was nothing made which was made. And 
the Apoſtle writes; Chriſt the power of God, and the 
* wiſdom of God. And it is written in the Proverbs; The 
Lord by wiſdom hath founded the earth ; by underſtanding 
* hath he eftabliſhed the heavens. And how the ſame Word 
* of Gadd in. called. Light, and Life, and Reſurrection, Vc #. 


When 


Græco ſermone neutro.. In divinitate enim valles eſt ſexus, Et ideo in 
tribus principalibus linguis, quibus titulus dominics ſcriptus eſt paſſionis, 
tfibus generibus appellatur: ut ſciamus nuliins eſſe generis quod diver- 
fum eſt, In Eſai, xl. 6. Vide etiam in Ezek, xvii 13. 


In ipſo complacuit omnem plenitudinem divinitatis habitare corpo- 
raliter: nequaquam per partes ut in cæteris ſanctis : ſed juxta evange- 
lium eorum quod Hebrzo ſermone conſcriptum legunt Nazarzi: De- 
ſcendit ſuper e um omni * Spiritus Sancti. For ò in evangelio, cujus 

ſupra 


dwells in Chriſt, he aſſerts it according to the Goſpel of the 


tance ; no one can doubt that he had the beſt acceſs to know 
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When Jerom aſſerts that all the fullne/3 of the Godbeaid 


Nazarenes. He evidently applies the quotation from this 


| 'Goſpel, as illuſtrating the doctrine of our Saviour's divinity. 
'But he would never have acted this part, had he not known 
that it was thus underſtood by the Nazarenes themſelves. 


As he was perſonally acquainted with many of them, as it 
was from them that he had the uſe of this Goſpel in order 
to his tranſlating i it “, as he diſcovers a thorough knowledge 
of their tenets in other reſpedts, although of far leſs impor- 


what they believed on this head. Had not Jerom under- 
ſtood the paſſage quoted as a clear declaration of the faith 


of the Nazarenes, his not merely quoting it in this light, 


but his confirming the doctrine ſuppoſed to be contained in 


it, by a variety of paſſages from Scripture, in his judgment 
fully eſtabliſhing the divinity of Chriſt, muſt have been the 


Height of abſurdity. Indeed, it would be a very poor com- 


pliment to the reaſon of theſe Chriſtians, to ſuppoſe that 
they believed a finite ſubje& capable of receiving the whole 


Fountain of the divine Spirit. 


From the manner in which both Jerom and Epiphanius, 
who were cotemporary, expreſs themſelves concerning the mi- 
ſupra fecimus mentionem, hac ſcripta reperimus : Factum eſt autem cum 
aſcendiflet Dominus de aqua, deſcendit fons omnis Spiritus Sancti, et re- 


quievit ſuper eum; et dixit illi: Fili mi in omnibus prophetis expectabam 


te ut venires et requieſceram i inte, Tu es enim requies mea: tu es filius 
meus primogenitus qui regnas in ſempiternum. Qui Spiritus Domini ap- 
pellatur et Spiritus ſapientiz: Omnia enim per ipſum facta ſunt. Et in 


| Pfalmis canitur; Quæ magnificata ſunt opera tua, Domine; omnia in ſa- 


pientia feciſti. Et Apoſtolus ſcribit ; Chriſtus Dei virtus, et Dei ſapien- 
tia. Et in Proverbiis legitur ; Deus in ſapientia ſua fundavit terram, et 
paravit cœlos in prudentia. Et quomodo idem ſermo Det vocatur lux, 
et vita, et reſurrectio, &c, In Eſai. cap. xi. 1. 


* Mihi quoque a Nazarzis, qui in Berza urbe Syrit hoc yclamine 


utuntur, deſcribendi facultas fuit. Catalog. Scriptor. in Matth. 
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raculous conception, it would appear that they had no idea 
of any holding this doctrine in the proper fenſe of language, 
but thoſe who believed that Jefus was God. For, as we 
have ſeen, when Epiphanius mentions his doubt with reſpe& 
to the Nazarenes, he oppoſes the doctrine of the mere huma- 
nity of Chriſt, to * acknowledging, as the truth is, that he 
« was begotten by the Holy Ghoſt.” Some of the Gnoſties 
had entertained the wild idea of the body of Chriſt paſſing 
through Mary as through a pipe. But they did not believe 
that he was conceived of Mary. | 
Nothing can be more evident than that Jerom was 
acquainted with Hebrews, who held, not only the doc- 
trine of the miraculous conception, but that of the 
divinity of Chriſt, For, commenting on theſe words, Gad 
came from Teman (or the ſouth), and the Holy One from 
mount Paran, he ſays; © I myſelf heard an Hebrew ex- 
« plain this paſſage in the following manner; * The Lord 
* ſhall come from the ſouth, that is, ſhall be born in Beth- 
 lehem ; and hence ſhall he ariſe. And becauſe he, who 
is born in Bethlehem, formerly gave the law in mount 
« Sinai, he is the Holy One who came from mount Paran. 
* For Paran is in the neighbourhood of mount Sinai. And 
what follows, Selab, that is, always, fignifies that he who 
is born in Bethlehem, and who gave the law in Sinai, that 
is, in mount Paran, is always the author and beſtower of 
all benefits, paſt, preſent, and future “.“ | 
Vor. II. 2 - i 
* Audivi ego Hebrzum iſtum locum ita diſſerere: Quod Bethlehem 
Ata fit ad Auſtrum, in qua natus eſt dominus atque falvator? et ipſum 
eſſe de quo nune dicatur : Dominus ab Auſtro veniet : hoc eſt, naſcetur - 
in Bethlehem, et inde conſurget. Et quia ipſe qui natus eſt in 
Bethlehem, legem quondam dedit in monte Sinai: ipſe eſt ſanctus qui 
venit de monte Pharan: Pharan quippe vicinus eſt locus monti Sina. Et 
quod infertur, Diapſalma, id eft, ſemper, habere ſenſum, ipſe qui natus 
eft in Bethlehem; et qui in Sina, id eſt, in monte Pharan, legem dedit; 


ſemper in univerſis beneficiis preteritis et preſentibus, et futuris author 
eſt et largitor. In Hab iii. 3. 
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It will be afterwards proved, that the Ebionites were 
greatly attached to waſhings. On this account Epiphanius 
compares them to the Scribes and Phariſees “. But the 
character of the Nazarenes, as given by Jerom, is directly 
the reverſe. They rejected the traditions of the elders, and 
ſeem to have had a peculiar antipathy at the abettors of 
them. On theſe words, He ſhall he for a rook of offence to 
both houſes of Iſrael, he ſays; „% The Nazarenes, who fo 
© receive Chriſt as not to renounce the obſervances of the 
„old law, underſtand this language as deſcriptive of the 
« two families of Sammai and Hillel, from whom ſprung 
« the Scribes and Phariſees. Sammai and Hillel made 
their appearance in Judæa, not long before the birth of 
« our Saviour. The former is interpreted The ſcatterer, 
„ and the latter Profane ; becauſe, by their traditions and 
additions, they have diſſipated and defiled the precepts 
« of the law : and they aſſert that theſe are the two houſes 
which did not receive the Saviour, who was to be * 
deſtruction, and for offence +.” 

In the ſame manner do they apply the words that fallow, 
And when they ſhall ſay unto you, Seek unto them that have 
a familiar ſpirit, Sc. But the Nazarenes,” he ſays, 
have thus explained this paſſage: * When the Scribes and 
* Phariſees ſhall ſay to you, that you ought to hearken to 
them, who do all for the ſake of the belly, and who, after 
the manner wy OLA Ba boars in their 


ang 


1 Haer. 30. ſect. 21. 


I Nazarzi (qui ita Chriſtum recipiant ut obſervationes lexis vet 
non amittant) duas familias interpretantur, Sammai et Hillel; ex quibus 
arti funt Scribe et Phariſei.——Sammai igitur et Hillel non multo prius 

quam Dominus naſceretur, orti ſunt in Judia, quorum prior diflipator 
interpretatur, ſequens prophanus : eo quod per traditiones et Jturtęoetit 
ſuas legis præeepta diffipaverint atque maculaverint. Et has eſſe duas 


domus quæ ſalvatorem non receperint ; qui factus fit eis in ruinam et in 
ſeandalum. In Eſai. viii. 14. 


Chap. v. | moe the ſame People. 115 


incantations, that they may deceive you, you ought to 
give them this anſwer. It is no wonder that you follow 
« your traditions, when every nation conſults its idols. 
Therefore, we ought not to aſk counſel of you, who are 
© dead, concerning the living; eſpecially as God hath given 
© us his law, and the teſtimony of ſcripture, which if you 
© are unwilling to follow, you ſhall have no light, but be 
« ſtill covered with darkneſs, which ſhall pervade your 
© land and your doctrine ; ſo that, when thoſe who are de- 
© ceived by you ſhall perceive that they are in error, and 
ſubjected to a famine of the truth, they ſhall then be grie- 
© ved or enraged, and ſhall curſe you, whom they formerly 
© confidered as their gods and ings. And in vain ſhall 
they look to the heaven, or to the earth; as they will be 
always in darkneſs, and will not be able to eſcape from 
« your ſnares . | 
Commenting on that paſſage, At firſt be lightly afflifed 
the land of Zabulon and Naphtali :— The people who ſat in 
darkneſs, Fc. he ſays ; * The Nazarenes, whoſe opinion 1 
« have formerly mentioned, endeavour to explain this place 
« in the following manner : * Upon the coming of Chriſt, 
and ſhining of the light of the goſpel, the lands of Zabulon 
H 2 |  * and 


* Czterum Nazareni locum iſtum ita edifſerunt : Cum dixetint ad 

vos Scribz et Phariſii, ut eos audiatis qui omnia ventris cauſa faciunt; et 
in morem magorum ſtridunt in incantationibus ſuis, ut vos decipiant j hoc 
eis reſpondere debetis: Non mirum fi vos veſtras traditiones ſequamini z 
cum unaquzque gens ſua conſulat idola. Ergo et nos a vobis mottuis de 
viventibus conſulere non debemus ; magis nobis Deus legem dedit, et te- 
ſtimonia ſcripturarum ; que fi ſequi nolueritis, non habebitis lucem: ſed - 
ſemper caligo vos opprimet; que tranſibit per terram veſtram atque 
doctrinam: ut cum decepti a vobis ſe in errore perſpexerint, et ſuſtinere 
famem veritatis, tunc contriſtentur, five iraſcantur, et maledicant vobis; 
quos quaſi devs ſuos et reges putabant, Et fruſtra ad cœlum terramque 
reſpiciant; cum ſemper in tenebris ſint; et non poſſint de veſtris avolare 
inſidiis. In Eſai. viii, 1922. 
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and Naphtali were firſt delivered from the errors of the 
* Scribes and Phariſees ; and ſhook off from their necks * 
very oppreſſive yoke of Jewiſh traditions .“ 

They alſo meet with the votaries of tradition in that 
prophecy ; The terrible one is brought to nought, and the 
ſeorner is conſumed, and all that watch for iniquity are cut 

off ; who make a man an offender for a word, Cc. What 
« wwe underſtand;” ſays Jerom, © of the Devil and his An- 
gels, the Nazarenes conſider as directed againſt the Scribes 
and Phariſees, becauſe the teachers of traditions are brought 
© to nought, who formerly deceived the people by their exe- 
« crable traditions, and watched day and night for deſtroy- 
ing the ſimple; who made men to fin in the word of God, 
ti that they might deny Chriſt the Son of God +.” 
I have fully quoted theſe different paſſages concerning 
the zeal of the Nazarenes againſt the Scribes and Phariſees, 
becauſe they exhibit a ſtriking feature in the character of 
the former, which, as far as I know, has not been obſerved 
in later times. | 

Theſe extracts throw conſiderable light on what Jerom 
ſays of the Nazarenes, in that paſſage which has been ſo 
much diſputed : Et a Phariſeis nunc uſque damnatur. Not 
ſimply, © now condemned by the Phariſees ;” as Dr P. ren- 

ers it. For the expreſſion alſo implies, that they had all 

ong condemned them. It is a ſingular circumſtance, that 
Jerom 


* Nazarzi, quorum opinionem ſupra poſui, hunc locum ita explanare co- 
nantur: Adveniente Chriſto et predicatione illius corruſcante; prima 
terra Zabulon, et terra Neptalim, Scribarum et Phariſzorum eſt erroribus 
liberata ; et graviſſimum traditionum Judaicarum jugum excuſſit de cer- 
vicibus ſuis. In Eſai. ix. 1, 2. 


} Quz nos ſuper diabolo et angelis ejus intelleximus, Nazarzi contra 
Scribas et Phariſæos dicta arbitrantur, quod defecerint Iturtporat, qui 
prius illudebant populo traditionibus peſſimis; et ad decipiendos fimplices 
die no guque vigilabant; qui peccafe faciebant homines in verbo Dei, ut 
Chriſtum Dei filium negarent. In Eſai. xxix. 20. 21. 


Chap. V. not the ſame People. + _l 
ferom ſhould mention the Phariſees in particular, as thus 
teſtifying their hatred of the Nazarenes; and without know- 
ing their ſentiments concerning the Phariſees, we ſhould be 
apt to conclude that this had been written at random. But 
there had been an hereditary averſion on both ſides. There- 
fore, the Phariſees would naturally fingle out the Naza- 
renes from other Chriſtians, as the objeQs of their reſent- 
ment. On the other hand, we may ſuppoſe that they 
would be partial to the Ebionites, who unn 
tached to ſome of the traditions as themſelves. | 
With this account that of Epiphanius correſponds. For 
even while he ſays that the Nazarenes are rather Jews 
than any thing elſe,” he adds; But they are inveterate 
« enemies to the Jews. For the deſcendants of the Jews 
not only hate them, but-thrice. a-day, at morning, noon 
and evening, when engaged in prayer iu their ſynagogues, 
« they load them with curſes, ſaying that God curſes the 
« Nazarenes .“ If Epiphanius ſuppoſed that theſe curſes, 
were confined to this particular ſeQ, he was certainly miſta- 
ken. For Jerom ſpeaks of the Jews curſing Chriſtians in 
general, thrice a day, under the name of Nazarenes +. But 
from what the fame writer ſays of the Phariſees, as con- 
demning the ſe& which peculiarly bore this name, taken in 
connexion with what is aſſerted by Epiphanius, it may be 
inferred that, while they extended their anathemas to all 
Chriſtians, they particularly marked out the Nazarenes. 
Though theſe ancient writers had not ſpoken ſo expreſsly, 
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t In Eni. v. 2. xliz. 5. Ui. 4: 


x13 Nazarenes and Ebionites Book. V. 

it might naturally have been ſuppoſed, that they would 
eſpecially hate them; not merely as apoſtates, but as the 
keeneſt enemies of their traditions. 

It is granted on all hands, that the Tbioaites rejefted 
Paul. This was well known to Jerom. © The Ebionites,” 
he ſays, 4 while they receive the other Apoſtles, reje& 
Paul as a tranſgreſſor of the law v.“ He was equally aſ- 
ſured that the Nazarenes acknowledged him. For in gi- 
ving their view of the prophecy, concerning the-diffuſion 
of the goſpel through the land of Zabulon and Naphtali, 
formerly quoted, he adds, as a continuation of it: But 
<« afterwards, by the goſpel of the Apoſtle Paul, who was 
the laſt of all the Apoſtles, the preaching was increaſed 
and multiplied, and the goſpel of Chriſt diffuſed its 
« ſplendor through the boundaries of the nations, and 
te through all the ſea-coaſts* In fine, the whole world, 
& which formerly walked or ſat in darkneſs, and was held 
t captive in the fetters of idolatry and death, hath beheld 

_ 4 the glorious light of the goſpel 4.” This is the counter. 
part of what they had ſaid of the Scribes and Phariſees. 
Can any reaſonable perſon ſuppoſe, that Jerom believed 
theſe to be the ſame with thoſe who © rejected Paul as a 
4 tranſgreſſor of the law?! | 

It may be obſerved that in this place, N mentions He- 
* —D  Hebionitas, qui cum cxteros recipiant apoſtolos, Paulum bas 
tranſgreſſorem legis repudiant. In Mat. xii. 2. 


+ Nazarzi, &c. —- prima terra Zabulon, et terra Neptalim, Scriba; 
rum et Phariſæorum eſt erroribus liberata: et graviſſimum tradigionum 
Judaicarum jugum excuſſit de cervicibus ſuis. Poftea autem per eyange- 
lium apoſtoli Pauli, qui noviſſimus apoſtolorum omnium fuit, ingravata 
eſt, id eſt, multiplicata prædicatio et in terminos gentium et viam uni- 
verſi maris Chriſti evangelium ſplenduit. Denique omnis orbis qui ante 
ambulabat vel ſedebat in tenebris, et idololatriz ac mortis vinculis tene · 
Þatur, clarum evangelii lumen aſpexit. In Efai. ix. 1. 


brews believing in Chriſt, as diſtin& from the Nazarenes v. 
Moſt probably he means. thoſe who had renounced the bon- 
dage of the law, and who, although in a ſtate of fellowſhip 
with Gentiles, were known to be of the Hebrew race. They 
were not Nazarenes, for Jerom not only diſtinguiſhes the 
one from the other, but their view of the paſſage is very 
different from that of the Nazarenes, which is imme- 
diately ſubjoined. I cannot think that they were Ebio- 
nites. For Jerom every where elſe deſigns theſe heretics 
in quite another way. This paſſage, at any rate, affords an 
E OTY 
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Refedtions concerning the Nazarenes. | Of this Being uſed 
as a peculiar name. | 


I is evident, from the hiſtory of the Acts of the Apoſtles, 
that the unbelieving Jews contemptuouſ y beſtowed the 
name of Nazarenes on all Chriſtians, in alluſion to the 
place where they ſuppoſed that our Saviour was born. It 

was in common uſe with them, when Tertullian wrote. 
lo the time of Agobard, they daily curſed the Chriſtians 
under this name. Nay, it ſeems to be ſtill retained by 
them. For, it is ſaid, that . there is nothing to this day 
more common than to call Jeſus by the title of he. 
H 4 on Notari 


* Hebrzi credentes in Chriſtum, hunc locum ita ediſſerunt: Primo 
tempore hæ duo tribus, &c. Ibid. 
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them, and inſcribed on his croſs, as teſtifying that they 


«© Notari (5. e. Nazarene), and his mme | 
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| of Jevids-or Deatile ariging tork this name to themſelves. 


They might conſider it as reproachful, becauſe it proceeded 
on a falſe ſuppoſition. Though, in addrefling the Jews, 
they often ſpoke of Jeſus in that very language uſed by 


were not aſhamed of it; yet it ſeems tu have been their 
with to be deſigned from the name of their maſter, rather 
than from that of the place where he was falſely faid to 
have been born. Thus, although all. the writers of the 


| New Teſtament were Jews, we have no example of their 


acknowledging this appellation : nor is there any inſtance 
of it in their diſcourſes recorded in the Acts. Even when 
writing to believing Hebrews, they call them Chr:/tzans, 
1 Pet. iv. 16. Jam. ii. 7. 

There is no reaſon to think that any particular body of 
Chriſtians were diſtinguiſhed by the name of Nazarenes be- 
fore the publication of Adrian's Edict againſt the Jews. Great 
darkneſs, it muſt be acknowledged, overclouds the origin of 
this name, as peculiar to one body of believing Hebrews, 
I have ſometimes been inclined to think, that it might be 
given them by their brethren who renounced the obliga- 
tion of the law; and that thus they might endeavour to 
diſtinguiſh themſelves from thoſe who adhered to it, leſt the 
Romans ſhould ftill conſider them as diſregarding the im- 
perial edit. It has appeared favourable to this ſuppoſition, 
that the Hebrew Chriſtians, who renounced the law, muſt 
have known that this term had a double meaning ; that it 


might not only be viewed as referring to the ſuppoſed place 


of our Saviour's nativity, but as ſignifying ſeparation or 
purity, whether real or pretended, and that they might 
| confidey 


4 Kidder's Demonſtrat, Part. 2. . % 


—— 


Chap. V. _ the Nasr, in.. tit 


conſider its peculiar meaning as a ſufficient reaſon for affix- 
ing the name to thoſe who, from pretended'purity and ill. 
But upon the moſt mature deliberation I am capable of, 
it appears more natural to ſuppoſe that they took this name 
to themſelves. The teſtimony of Epiphanius, the firſt wri- 
ter who particularly mentions them, is expreſs to this pur- 
poſe. He declares this no leſs than three different times- 
If we receive his teſtimony as at all ſufficient on the ſub- 
ject, we are not juſtifiable in rejecting it in this inſtance, 
without ſuch reaſons as clearly prove that it ought not to be 
received. This is not the caſe here. For his account of mat- 
ters is liable to leſs objection than any hypotheſis that can 
be ſubſtituted in its place. Theſe indeed,” ſays that wri- 
ter, © have not taken to themſelves the name of Chriſt, 
nor the name of Jeſus, but of Nazarenes. For at that 
time all Chriſtians were called Nazarenes *,—knowing 
that he was called in the Goſpel Jeſus of Nazareth, 
« as the apoſtles alſo ſpeak, Jeſus of Nazareth, a man ap- 
© proved, c. they impoſed on themſelves the name of 
«4 Nazarenes, not of Nazarites, which term fignifies Boly 
« perſons +.” And again; But theſe heretics, omitting 
the name of Jeſus, have not called themſelves Jeſſeans, 
nor have they retained the name of the Jews, nor have 
they deſigned themſelves Chriſtians, but Nazarenes, from 
the name of that place called Nazareth f. h 
Tf 
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they knew that their conforming brethren choſe to be thus 
denominated. By calling themſelves Nazarenes, by appro- 
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If we ſuppoſe that they took this name entirely from 
choice, they might prefer it to that of Chri/tiqns, becauſe 


priating a name not hitherto acknowledged, they might 
with to diſtinguiſh themſelves from thoſe whom they would 
undoubtedly conſider as apoſtates from the law. Although 


| given as a term of reproach by the Jews, they might refuſe 


to conſider it in this light, becauſe their maſter had been 
called Jeſus of Nazareth. This, indeed, is the reaſon a- 
ſigned for their conduct by Epiphanius. Beſides, this name 
would be already familiarized to them, as they had hither- 


to received no other from the Jews. 


Although we ſhould underſtand the language of 8 
nius leſs ſtrictly, and ſuppoſe that in taking this name they did 
not act quite voluntarily, they might account it the wiſeſt 
plan to make a virtue of neceſſity. As the Jews had ſtill 
called them, in common with other Chriſtians, by this name, 
they would not expect to receive any other from them, al- 
though this had been their wiſh. Epiphanius, indeed, in the 
paſlage firſt quoted, ſeems to inſinuate that this conſideration 
was of weight with them. They could have leſs reaſon to ex- 
pect a change of name, though they had inclined it, than ei- 
ther thoſe Hebrews who had forſaken the law, or Gentile be- 
hevers. For they were more intermingled with unbelie- 
ving Jews. Even ſo late as the time of Jerom, they were 
diſperſed through all the ſynagogues of the Eaſt. By this 
expreſſion, he could not mean that they were members of 
the ſynagogue. For he informs us, in the ſame place, that | 
they had an appellation which fignified the very reverſe. 
T0 were called Minim, which as Dr P. * ſigni- 
i- odd 


lieu, vrt Iecraleg exvrov; xixAIEGETH, rt r Iod giver xerris 
To obe, UTE X gc aur π eͥ g, a NaGueans, Jubi 


ere rug ru rern zus Nagater rrwvpess Ibid. ſ. 7. 


* 


Chap. V. the Nazarenes. + 123 


ſies ſectaries. They were alſo ſtill anathematized by the 
Phariſees. Thence, as we have ſeen, it may be inferred 
that the unbelieving Jews viewed thoſe Nazarenes with 

ter hatred than the Ebionites. A. ſufficient reaſon for 
this would be their perſuaſion of the deity of One whom, 
they had crucified. But the hatred of the Phariſees muſt. 
have been greatly increaſed by the inveteracy of the Naza- 
renes againſt their beloved traditions. - 

Toland has pretended that, after the empire became 
Chriſtian, the Jews, afraid of falling under the laſh of the 
civil power for their imprecations againſt the Chriſtians in 
general, impoſed upon Jerom, by telling him -that they 
meant only a ſect of their own, called Nazarenes or Mi- 
nzans . But this invention carries its own confutation 
along with it. It is, indeed, true that they curſed all the 
Chriftians. But this will not prove, that they did not diſ- 
tinguiſh thoſe who might be moſt offenſive to them, by the 
ſuppoſed impiety of their doctrine concerning Chriſt as the 
Son of God, as well as by their opprobrious rejection of 
tradition; and - whoſe vicinity would be an additional ex- 
citement to peculiar bitterneſs. Their circumciſion would 
be accounted worſe than uncircumciſion. For they would 
reckon their obſervation of the law an inſult to it; while, 
in their apprehenſion, they blaſphemed the lawgiver, by 
deifying a man. There is no reaſon to ſuppoſe, that Je- 
rom would be thus impoſed on. He knew abundantly well, 
as has been already ſeen, that they gave this name to Chri- 
ſtians in general, and that they curſed them all. 

In this manner might they have impoſed on Toland, or, 
on ſome of his reſpectful followers. But Jerom could not 
have been their dupe. He was certainly better acquainted 
with Hebrew than any of the ancient Chriſtian writers: 
and, according to the judgment of Eraſmus, was by far the 

* Nazarenus ap. Moſh, Vindic. p. 163. Bent: 
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moſt learned of them all *. His knowledge of the original 
appears from what remains of his verfion of the Old Tefta- 
ment. So verſant was he even in that dialect, in which the 
the Goſpel of Matthew was written, as uſed/ by the He- 
brews, that he tranſlated it, He was well acquainted with 
Hebrews of every deſcription. . ,Jerom would have been 
the laſt of all the fathers to have ſwallowed ſuch a decep- 
tion. Dr P. obſerves that the term miner is from the He- 
« brew Y, minim, which—is that by which the Jews, in 

« all their writings, diſtinguiſh the Chriftians +.” From the 
account given by the Jews themſelves of the meaning of 
this name, it is evident that they have not merely extended 
it to Chriſtians in general, but to heathens, eſpecially to the 
Epicureans. But it is equally evident, that they have eſ- 
pecially pointed it againſt thoſe who acknowledge the Dei- 
ty of Chriſt. For they number five claſſes to which the 
name belongs. The firſt confiſts of thoſe who deny that 
there is a God, and a Governor of the world. The other 
four are formed by thoſe who aſſert the Deity of Chriſt; 
« who maintain that the Governor of the world is not-one, 
« but two and more; or that there is but one Lord of the 
*« world, but that he aſſumed a body, and is poſſeſſed of a 
human form; or that this only Lord is not the firſt, and 
« the creator of all things; or who worſhip another God 


I beſide him, that he may be a mediator between them and 


« the Lord of all f. There is not the moſt diſtant infinua- 


* Epiſt. lib. 5. ep. 19. apud. Cave Hiſt. Literar. vol. i. p. 219. 
#þ Vol. iii. p. 176. 

} Quinque ſunt qui vocantur Miai n (hæretici); nempe, t. qui negat 
eſſe Deum, et gubernatorem aniverſi, 2. qui dicit eſſe gubernatorem mun- 
di, at non unum ſolum, ſed duos et plures, 3. qui dicit dari unum tan- 
tum rerum omnium Dominum, fed illum aſſumſiſſe corpus, atque eſſe ex- 
terna viſibili ſpecie preditum, 4. qui dicit eum ſolum non eſſe primum, 
et ereatorem omnium, denique, 5. qui colit Deum alium praeter ipſum, 

ut ſit mediator inter ipſum atque Dominum univerſi. Quilibet horum 
vocatur Min, haereticus. Maimonid. Hilch. Avoda Sara, p. 27. 
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tion that the . extended the character of beretics to 
thoſe who held the doctrine of Ebion; notwithſtanding all 
the particularity uſed in diſtinguiſhing the friends of the 
Deity of Chriſt into ſo many claſſes. 

The great objection to the appropriation. of damned 
Nazarenes to one ſect of Hebrew Chriſtians, is founded on the 
filence of every writer, with reſpect to this circumſtance, 
before Epiphanius. But many of the productions of the pe- 
riod intervening between their formation as a diſtinct body 
and the appropriation of this name, have fallen a ſacrifice to 
the ravages of time. After Irenzus, he is alſo the firſt wri- 
ter extant, who profeſſedly treats of the different hereſies. It 
may well be ſuppoſed that, for a conſiderable time, this 
deſignation was topical ; eſpecially as theſe Chriſtians had 
no intercourſe with their Hebrew brethren who had for- 
ſaken the law, nor, as far as we know, with Gentile belie- 
vers. Although this intercourſe had been agreeable to 
them, their ſituation would have greatly prevented it ; as 
they had their principal ſeat on the borders of the deſert 
Arabia. Ir is alſo probable, that they were not numerous. 

The ſame name being given by unbelieving Jews to 
Chriſtians in general, its peculiar ſenſe might more readily 
would neceſſarily be better acquainted with the Ebionites, 
the groſſneſs of their doctrine attracting more attention. 
Some Gentiles, alſo, in different periods, adopted their im- 


piety concerning Chriſt, This would put the churches + 


more on their guard againſt them. The Gentiles, knowing 
that the Ebionites, with whoſe principles they were beſt 
acquainted, rigidly adhered to the law, might, without ſuf- 
fictent enquiry, conclude that all who did ſo agreed with 
them in the reſt of their errors. 

But although the Nazarenes had been early known bo 
Crentile writers, there was far leſs occaſion to refer to them 
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chan to the Ebionites, becauſe they do not ſeem to have 
been diſtinguiſhed from other Chriſtians by any other doc- 
trine than that concerning the law of Moſes. As there never 
vas a Gentile ſect that urged the obſervation of this; there 
was no occaſion to appeal to the Nazarenes. The different 
verſions of the Old Teſtament by learned Ebionites, or 
thoſe accounted ſuch, nne no 
ter known. 

For ſome time after their ſeparation, they might not be 
generally denominated heretics, either by believers of their 
own nation or by Gentiles. Although Juſtin ſeems to de- 
ſcribe the Nazarenes, in his Dialogue with Trypho, this 
of their diſtinctive name being applied by unbelieving 
Jews to Chriſtians in general, might be a ſufficient reaſon 
with him for not uſing it, when addreſſing an unbelieving 
Jew. It is Dr P.'s opinion that Juſtin ſpeaks of the E- 
bionites with re/pe?. But according to the principles of 
that ancient writer, there is far more reaſon for ſuppoſing, 
that he would be aQtuated by motives of regard and ten- 
derneſs towards the Nazarenes, who agreed with him in 
fundamental doctrines; and that he would not wiſh to 
ſtigmatize them as heretics, by giving them a peculiar 
name; as he might hope that time would convince them 
of their folly. 

Let us even ſuppoſe, that both the believing Wa 
who renounced the law, and Gentile Chriſtians were pro- 
voked at their obſtinacy, it is not probable that they would, 
for a conſiderable time, call them Nazarenes. For it very 
rarely happens that the opponents of ſeparatiſts agree to give 
them that name which they chooſe for themſelves. At 
firſt, eſpecially if all hopes of a reconciliation are gone, 


- they generally give them a name expreſſive of contempt 


or diſlike. It is not till they view their principles and con- 


duct with more coolneſs than is n diſcovered at 
2 firſt, 
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firſt, that they begin to diſtinguiſh them by that name 
which they have taken to themſelves. It was far more na- 
tural for other Chriſtians, when they conſidered the Naza- 
renes as obſtinate in their error, to claſs them with Ebion- 
ites; becauſe the name given to this ſe& was expreſſive of 
contempt 3 whether it was underſtood as derived from a 
particular heretic, or as denoting poverty. It would pre- 
vent other Chriſtians from calling theſe ſeparatiſts Naza- 
renes, even after it was known that they thus diſtinguiſhed 
themſelves, that they ſeem to have claimed this name as 
the proper deſcendants of the firſt who bore it. Others 
would therefore refuſe to give it, left they ſhould appear 
to acknowledge the juſtneſs of their pretenfions, to their 
own excluſion. , 

Dr P. ſupplies us with another idea in confirmation 
of this hypotheſis. Speaking of the name Nazarenes, 
which he wiſhes to be underſtood as peculiarly applicable 
by unbelieving Jews to believers of that nation, he ſays; 
It was not ſo natural that this ſhould be adopted by 
« the Gentile Chriſtians, becauſe they had been uſed to re- 
« ard that appellation with more reſpect. When, there- 
fore, they came to diſtinguiſh themſelves from the Jewiſh 
«+ Chriſtians, and to diſlike their tenets, it was natural for 
** them to adopt ſome other appellation than that of Naza- 
renes; and the term Ebionites—equally anſwered their 
6 purpoſe *-” He aſſerts, indeed, that the latter name was 
« alſo given them by their unbelieving brethren.” But 
he will find it difficult to prove this. It is not impro- 
bable that they would eventually apply it to thoſe who de- 
nied the deity of Chriſt, knowing that they were thus de- 
nominated by other Chriſtians ; eſpecially as it is ſaid _— 
they make mention of Ebion in their Talmud, 

Epiphanius, the firſt who acknowledges the Nazarenes 
by the name which they aſſumed, was a Jew by birth and 


education, 
Vol. iii. p. 175. 


education, arid lived in the vicinity of their principal ſeat. 
He has evidently; paid more attention to them than any 

preceding writer, whoſe works are known to us. Although 
not thoroughly informed on the ſubject, his diſtinguiſhing 
them by a particular name, and aſcribing principles to 
them, different from thoſe profeſſed by the Ebionites, 
would naturally excite greater attention in ſucceeding wri- 
ters. By the time that he wrote, indeed, the name ſeems 
to have been confirmed to them by common conſent. For 
we have ſeen that Jerom, his cotemporary, frequently uſes 
it, as a diſtinctive appellation generally can In the 
ſame manner is it uſed by Auſtin. 

- Other Chriſtians then gave them this name without any 
| ſcruple ; the reaſons for refaſing it at firſt being forgotten, 
or having loſt their influence. It alſo deſerves our notice, 
that although Jerom and Auſtin were acquainted with the 
work. of Epiphanius concerning herefies, they both ſpeak 
with certainty as to that point about which he expreſſes his 
heſitation. He honeſtly acknowledges that he was not informed 
as to this. But Jerom, particularly, not only afferts what 
he did know ; but leaves the” reader fachiled ns ts" the 

grounds of his knowledge. 

| -However, though the name of Nazarenes was generally 
given to one body of Judaizing Chriſtians, it does not ſeem 
to have been extended, even in Auſtin's time, to all who 
claimed it. For thoſe who were certainly Ebionites, are 
pointed out by him as only calling themſelves Nazarenes, 
while by others called Symmachians ; whereas he ſays of 
thoſe, whom he particularly diſtinguiſhes from Ebionates, 
that they were commonly called Nazarenes, Thoſe of this 
ſe, who lived in the Eaſt, where they had their principal 

| ſeat, finding that the name of Ebronites was fixed on them 
by general conſent, put the beſt face on it poſſible. They 
. For Epi- 
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phanius ſays; They nnn, calling chem · 


« ſelves poor, becauſe they ſay that in the times of the A- 


« poſtles' they ſold their ſubſtarice, and laid it-at their feet, 
voluntarily reducing themſelves to poverty: — 
« fore, according. to their account of matters, they by all 


are called poor *.” 


But it would e 
where they might ſuppoſe that their proper name would be 
leſs familiar, endeavoured to paſs for Nazarenes ; / conſcious; 
perhaps, that the name of Emonites neceſſarily implied 
their derivation from a particular heretic. Their claim, 
however, was not recognized. Both in Africa and Italy, 
they received the name of Symmachians. Their attach- 
ment to the verſion of Symmachus was well known, and 
they moſt probably often appealed to him as a man of emi- 
nence among them. Hence it was natural to give them 
his name. This defignation does not ſeem to have had its 
riſe in the eaſt, For it is not mentioned by Epipha- - 


nius: and Auſtin flouriſhed ſo ſoon after him, that; had it 


originated there, it could ſcarcely have eſcaped the au- 
thor of the Panarium. But in the weſt, theſe heretics were 
not ſimply diſtinguiſhed from Nazarenes by the name of 
Symmachians; but while this name was given them, they 
were ſingled out by one trait in their character, which, it 
was well known, could never apply to the Nazarenes,. For 


"Ambroſe, who, in a paſſage formerly quoted, calls them 


Wanne 
their origin from the Phariſees. 

Petavius was of opinion e lint ris 
were, by ſome writers, in a more general ſenſe called Ebio- 
nites ; how much ſoever they differed as to the doctrine of 
the divinity of Chriſt f. Spencer agrees with him f. The 

Vor. IL | I learned 


| * Haer, 30. ſ. 17. } AJoct. in Foighai hike: 98 
'4 Annot. in Orig. cont. Tell, lib. ii. p- 33. 
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learned Grotius eſpouſes the ſame opinion. Origen,” he 
- fays, when in his diſpute againſt Celſus he makes two 
« kinds of Ebionites, uſing the name more largely, de- 
« ſcribes the Nazarenes, as would ſeem, under the former 
character, viz. as confeſſing that Chriſt was born of a 
virgin . Voſſius is mentioned as N r the ſame hypo- 
theſis + 
Although Origen does not mention the a he 
ſpeaks of two kinds of Ebionites. There are ſome, he 
ſays, who receive Chriſt, and on this account boaſt them - 
6 ſelves to be Chriſtians : but they ſtill incline to live accord- 
ing to the Jewiſh law, like the great body of the Jews. 
« And theſe are Ebionites of two kinds; either confeſſing 
&« that Jeſus was born of a virgin, in the ſame manner with 
« ws; nm ... reſt 
« of men 1. 77 
It is favourable to the opinion already ee that, 
while Origen gives no other name than that of Ebionites to 
thoſe of Jewiſh extract who believed in Chriſt, he affigns 
no other reaſon for the name than their attachment to the 
law. He is the firſt writer who ſeems to have deviated 
from the original ſenſe of the term Ebionites, as fimply ſig- 
nifying the followers of Eb:on. Finding that the name of 
this heretic had, in the Hebrew language, a meaning cor- 
reſpondent to his doctrine, it ſuited the genius of Origen 
to make a handle of it. Nay, it was very natural for him 
to extend the deſignation to all who agreed with Ebion in 
his beggarly ideas concerning the obligation of the law; 
-: tha 


# Origenes, cum duplices facit Ebionzos, in diſputatione contra Cel- 
ſum, —Ebionzorum nomine laxius abutens, ſub priore illa nota Naza- 
reos, ut credibile eſt deſcribat, Annot. in Matth. ap. Poli Synopſ. vol. 
iv. p. 6, 7. | 


+ Spencer Annot, ut ſup, 
| Cont, Cell, lib, v. p. 272. 
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to which he confines its meaning. It was a later improve- 
ment on this diſcovery, which does not appear to have been 
made before the time of Euſebius, to apply it to the po- 
verty of their ideas concerning Chriſt. Had Origen been 
ſatisfied that, in this ſenſe, it could have been extended to 
| all the Ebionites, it is by no means ſuppoſable that he 
would have overlooked this circumſtance. To him it-would 
have been a far more fertile topic than their Judaiſm. 

It is moſt probable that it was about his time that other 
Hebrew Chriſtians, believing the miraculous conception, 
connected themſelves, in ſome degree, with the Ebionites. 
For he is the firſt who mentions two claſſes of them. 
It does not appear, whether he was acquainted with a 
circumſtance particularly mentioned by Euſebius, and 
implied in what is ſaid by Epiphanius, that of thoſe 
who conſtituted his firſt claſs being formerly quite 
diſtin&t from the Ebionites properly ſo called. It is, how- 
ever, natural enough to ſuppoſe that he might not know 
whether all the Hebrew Chriſtians, adhering to the law, had 
connected themſelves with the Ebionites, or what ſacrifices 
they made, as to religious principles, in forming this con- 
nexion. Dr. P. indeed quotes a paſſage from Origen's 
Commentary on Matthew, in which he ſpeaks of thoſe 
Jews, who believe that Chriſt was born of a virgin, as not 
believing this, © with the theology concerning him . But 
his not mentioning this in his work againſt Celſus, which 
was later than the other, and generally accounted the moſt 
accurate of all his works, although in different places he 
mentions both claſſes, is no inconfiderable preſumption that 
he was not fully ſatisfied on this head, or, at leaſt, that al- 
though he knew that ſome of his firſt claſs denied this doc- 
trine, he was not certain if this was the caſe with all whom 
he ſeems to have included in the general defignation of E- 

I 2 | bionites. 
Edit. Huet. vol. i. p. 427. ap. aut, vol. iii. p 16). 
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bionites. His language, indeed, is ſcarcely ſuch-as;a Trini- 
tarian would uſe in deſcribing thoſe who believed that Jeſus 
was a mere man: © confeſling that Jeſus was born of; a 
virgin in the ſame manner with us*,” For it was the 
faith of Origen and his brethren, that Jeſus was /o born of 
a virgin as to be thus manifeſted to be truly and properly 
the Son of God. His language is nearly allied to that of 
Jerom, in deſcribing the Nazarenes:— Who believe in 
« Chriſt, the Son of God, in whom we. adſo. Believe. 
Thoſe Hebrews who believed the miraculous conception 
might, on account of their national relation, the poxerty 
of their underſtanding in adhering to the law, their vicini- 
ty to the great body of the Ebionites in Peræa, and ſome 
communications of a religious kind, receive the nam of 
Ebionites in a laxer ſenſe, or by ſome be really confounded 
with them. But this name could not with propriety apply 
to them, according to its original uſe, its conſtant ſenſe 
till che time of Origen, or the proper principles of that 
ſe&. For it is allowed on all hands, that the original E- 
bionites denied the miraculous conception. Now, thoſe 
who believed this doctrine muſt either have uſed a different 
goſpel, or received the two firit chapters of Matthew,” while 
the other claſs rejected them, Suppoling the latter only to 
have been the caſe, how could * be viewed as the ſame 
people? 
It has been FEES that Epiphanius does not, like the wri- 
ters who preceded him, ſpeak. of any Ebionites who held 
the miraculous conception. This is a ſtrong preſumption 
that Nazarenes and Ebionites were nominally confounded 
before his time; and that thoſe called Ebionites, who be · 
lie ved the miraculous conception, were a branch of the Na- 
2arenes whe had deviated in ſo far from their original prin · 


oa to meet the Ebionites, but could not go all lengths 
with 


| ® Opcnoyerris opaoiws tits Cont, Cell, * ſup. cit. 
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with them. Epiphanius indeed fays ; "hy Since the time of 
« Ebion to this day, thoſe who have followed his error, 
« having their minds carried away into abſurdity arid con- 
« fuſion, declare ſome one way, and ſome another, cohcern- 
ing Chriſt.” But when he proceeds to explain their no- 
tions, he ſays, that © ſome aſſerted that Chriſt was that A- 
dam firſt formed by God, that others ſaid. he came from 
« heaven, and was created before all; and (like the Cerin- 
« thians) that the Spirit entered into him, which is the 
very Chriſt, and was clothed with him who is called Je- 
' * ſus, But,“ he adds, © great is the darkneſs among 
them, as they ſtate their opinions concerning Chriſt in a 
great variety of ways *.” None of theſe notions, how- 
ever, have the leaſt reſemblance to the doarine of the mi- 
raculous conception. 

But in proving that the Nazarenes were different from 
the Ebionites, there is no abſolute neceſſity for ſuppoſing, 
that Origen meant to include all who made a profeſſion of 
Chriſtianity, and yet adhered to the law, under the general 
name of Ebionites. Although it ſhould be thought, that 
what he fays concerning the denial of the theology by 
thoſe who believed the miraculous conception, were unex- 
ceptionable ; it cannot be inferred that he knew no other 
Hebrew Chriſtians beſides theſe two claſſes. For it will 
afterwards be ſeen, that he ſpeaks of ſome Chriſtians who 
retained the law with interpretations, as diſtinct from thoſe 
who adhered to the Zetter only. If the former were not 
Nazarenes, we are certain they were not Ebionites. 

The learned and judicious biihop Bull has quoted a paſ- 
ſage from Juſtin Martyr's Dialogue, as a proof that there 
were Hebrew Chriſtians who believed the Deity of Chriſt, , 
and yet adhered to the law. Trypho ſays ; © Shail thoſe 
who have lived according to the law'enjoined by Moſes, 
« live in the reſurrection of the dead, in the ſame manner 
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Las Job, Enoch, and Noah, or not?” To this Juſtin re. 
plies; « In that law the things which are naturally excel - 
« lent, and pious, and juſt, are required to be performed by 
« thoſe who are obedient ; as other things were alſo'enjoin- 
* ed on account of the hardneſs of the hearts of that peo- 
2 ple, which thoſe performed who were under the law. 
For thoſe who did theſe things which are univerſally, na- 
« turally and eternally good, are acceptable to God, and 
« ſhall be ſaved by this Chriſt, in the reſurrection as well ag 
& their righteous anceſtors, Enoch, Noah and Job, or any 
others, together with thoſe who acknowledge the Chriſt 
« this Son of God, who was before the morning ſtar and 
« the moon; and being incarnate by that virgin of the fa - 
4 mily of David, condeſcended to be born, that by this diſ- 
« penſation the ſerpent, the original cauſe of evil, and his an- 

« gels, conformed to him, might be ſubdued,” oc. | 

Juſtin, having declared that thoſe would be ſayed who 
conſcientiouſly lived according to their light under the Old 
Teſtament, and claſſed them with thoſe under the New, 
who believe in the deity avd miraculous conception of 
Chriſt; T rypho, perhaps apprehendin g that he meant ta 
exclude all profeſſed Chriſtians who did not renounce the 
law of Moſes, propoſes the following queſtion to him: 
« But if ſome, even now, incline to live, obſerving theſe 
« things enjoined by Moſes, and believe on 25 * Jeſus 
* who was crucified, acknowledging that he is the Chriſt 
« of God, and that to him is entirely given the judgment 
« of all, and that his kingdom i is everlaſting, can theſe alſo 
4 be ſaved?” After a little diſputation concerning thoſe 
legal inſtitutions that could be obſerved after the deſtruc- 
tion of the temple, 5 repeats | his queſtion, and Juſtin 

| , | replies: 7 
® Tvroy, according to its ordinary and proper meaning, certainly in- 


N all the preceding deſcription given of the 1 by J uſtin ; here 
— his deity and miraculous . 
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replies: As it appears to me indeed, Trypho, I aſſert, 
« that ſuch a perſon can be ſaved, if he ſtrive not by all 
« means to perſuade other men (I preſently ſpeak of thoſe 
« who, from among the Gentiles, have been circumciſed by 
« Chriſt from error) to obſerve the ſame things with him, 
« aſſerting that they cannot be ſaved, unleſs they do ſo; 
« in like manner as thou haſt done in the commencement 
s of this diſcourſe, ſhe wing that I could not be ſaved, with- 
« out obſerving theſe things.” Then Trypho; Accord - 
« ing to what you have ſaid, as I underſtand it, ſuch a one 
4 ſhall be ſaved. But are there any who aſſert that ſuch 
« ſhall not be ſaved? There are, I replied, O Trypho, and 
« who dare not have any fellowſhip with ſuch, either ja 
« converſation, or in eating: with whom I do not agree. 
But if they, by reaſon of weakneſs of mind, incline to 
© obſerve all the Moſaic inſtitutions that are now in their 
power, which we know were commanded on account of 
the obduracy of the people, together with hope in bit o 
« Chriſt, and the acts of juſtice and piety which are eter- 
e nally and naturally incumbent, and chooſe to live toge- 
ther with believing Chriſtians, as I have ſaid before, not 
« perſuading them either to be circumciſed like them, or 
* to obſerve other things of the ſame nature, it evidently 
appears neceſſary both to receive theſe, and to hold com. 
„ ˙ A aan ona. 
* brethren +,” 

Here Juſtin Martyr ſeems to ſpeak of the Nazarenes, 
He does not name them, indeed. But it cannot be pre- 
_ tended that they were Ebionites. For they did not force 
the law on the Gentiles, which, it is undeniable, the Ebio» 
nites did. Therefore, they were not the ſame people with 

I 4 them. 
* Trey, He carefully preſerves a reference to the account formerly 


given of that faith in the Son of God, which W 
ſabvation. 
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them. Tt will not be ſaid that they were Gnoſtics. For 
they diſcover none of their opinions. If, then, Dr P. re- 
fuſe that they were Nazarenes, according to our ideas of 
that people ; it is incumbent on him to ſhew who they 
were. 

It can be no valid objedtion, that Juſtin ſpeaks hypothe- 
tically. For when he ſays that ſome aſſert that thoſe who 
themſelves obſerve the law, but do not force it on others, 
ſhall not be ſaved, adding, with whom I do not agree; he 
clearly ſhews the real exiſtence of ſuch believing Hebrews. 
For how would any one think of judging of their ſtate, if 
there were no ſuch perſons ? Indeed, the deſcription given 
by Juſtin of theſe converts, as © chooſing to live together 
« with” Gentiles, without perſuading them to be cir- 
4 cumciſed,” Cc. exactly correſponds with the account of 
the Chriſtian Hebrews given in the Acts. When Peter 
returned to jeruſalem, after his intercourſe with Cornelius, 
they that were of the circumciſion contended with him, ſay- 
ing. Thou wenteſt in to men uncircumciſed, and didft eat with 
them. But Peter rehearſed the matter from the beginning. 
When they heard theſe things, they held tbeir peace, and glo- 
rified God, ſaying, Then hath God alſo to the Gentiles granted 
repentance unto life, ch. xi. 2,16, Had there been any 
_  Ebionites here, they would not have held their peace. 

From the preceding quotation from Juſtin, the following 
things are evident; that he accounted faith in the deity of 
Chriſt neceſſary to ſalvation ; that he had no hope of the ſal- 
vation of the Ebionites, and reckoned them heretics, becauſe 
they tried to force the law on the Gentiles ; that there were 
other Hebrew Chriſtians, believing as he did concerning 
Chriſt, and themſelves obſerving the law, but not per- 
ſuading the Gentiles to obſerve it ; and that ſome thought 
that even theſe could not be ſaved, and held no communion 
with them, although Juſtin himſelf was of a different opi- 


* 
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As far as we know, it is not afferted by any of the wri- 
ters who have mentioned the Nazarenes, that they at- 
tempted to impoſe the law on Gentile Chriſtians. Thoſe 
who firſt bore the name did not, with whom thoſe deſcribed 
by Juſtin entirely agreed. They communicated with thoſe 
Gentile believers who did not reje& them. As ſome ob- 
jected to this fellowſhip, they would afterwards find it ne- 
ceſſary to withdraw. Even thoſe who at firſt dealt ten- 
derly with them, from a perſuaſion that they might at 
length diſcover the folly of their attachment to an abro. - 
gated law, perceiving that they continued obſtinate, would 
alſo refuſe them communion. From this circumſtance, 
many of them ſeem to have made conſiderable approaches 
to the Ebionites, 

Thus alone can we rationally account for the appearance 
of a new claſs of Ebionites in the third century. It is be- 
yond all probability, that any of the proper Ebionites 
ſhould borrow a doctrine from the Gentile Chriſtians whom 

they hated, riſe in their ideas concerning the Saviour, and 
make an addition to their Goſpel, Though it ſhould be 
ſuppoſed that a few individuals ſhould have made ſuch a 
tranſition, we' cannot imagine that this would have been 
done by a body ſo conſiderable as to appear in hiſtory as 
a diſtin& claſs. Irenzus ſpeaks of the Ebionites, without 
any exception, as in his time following Theodotzon and 
Aquila, that is, attempting to ſupport their doctrine of 
Chriſt being the ſon of Joſeph from the verfions of theſe 
tranſlators, Did a great part of them, let ns ſuppoſe the 
one half, renounce their friends and ſupporters, and embrace 
a doctrine diametrically oppoſite to theirs, in the courſe of 
half a century? In what manner can this extraordinary, 
and, all circumſtances confidered, unparalleled change be 


accounted for ? 


| If we ſuppoſe that theſe were — origizaly 
| * 
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at leaſt, we have a rational ſolution of the difficulty. Eu- 
ſebius greatly aſſiſts us, in the account which he gives of 
thoſe called Ebionites, who believed the miraculous con- 
ception, For, as we have ſeen, he evidently ſpeaks of 
them as being © carried away with the impiety of the for- 
0 mer, ſo as not any longer to confeſs that Chriſt was God, 
4 the Word and Wiſdom *,” This language plainly implies 
that formerly they were totally diſtin from the reſt, who 
bore the name of Ebionites. He is an unexceptionable 
witneſs, as to this previous circumſtance : for he could have 
no end to ſerve in making this latter claſs originally better 
than the former. As Dr P. charges Euſebius with © pre- 

« judice againſt the Unitarians,” he cannot ſuppoſe that he 
would have ſaid any thing in their favour, unleſs a regard 
to truth had abſolutely required it. 

This paſſage of Euſebius, juſtly viewed, throws great 
light on what is aſſerted by Epiphanius concerning the 
Ebionites and Nazarenes, that they, drawing near the 
« one to the other, communicated their perverſeneſs to 
« each other +.” He makes this obſervation, after men- 
tioning their reſidence in the ſame country, As they thus 
lived together; as both parties were of Hebrew origin; as 
both adhered to the law; as both were in a ſtate of ſepa- 
ration from the great body of the faithful; as they were 
equally expoſed to reproach for their attachment to beg- 
garly elements; it is very natural to ſuppoſe, though we 
had no authority for it, that many of the Nazarenes would 
deſert to the Ebjonites, or, at leaſt, gradually draw nearer 
to them than they were immediately after they left the 
communion of the church. Even the faith of the Naza- 
renes in the divinity of Chriſt would, to many, eventually 
prove but a flender obſtacle to this approximation. For 
their very adherence to ſhadows, that were done away, 


was 


See above, p. 72, &c. + Haer. 30. 
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was a partial apoſtacy from the ſubſtance. They had re- 
ceived, from the Spirit of inſpiration, a ſolemn warning to 
take heed leſt there ſhould be in any of them an evil heart of 
unbelief in departing from the living God. It is evident 
from the connexion that this character is here given to 
Chriſt. And as the great deſign of the Epiſtle to the He- 
brews was to ſhew, that the ceremonial law was abrogated, 
as being fulfilled in him ; an obſtinate adherence to it was 
unqueſtionably that great temptation to apoſtacy, which 
the inſpired writer had in his eye. It is natural to think 
that many, who only partially rejected this ſolemn warn- 
ing, by mingling the law with the goſpel, would go further, 
as thoſe engaged in courſes of error generally wax worſe 
and wor ſe, deceiving and being decerved. | 
But we are far from meaning that the great body of the 
Nazarenes renounced the doctrine of the deity of Chriſt. 
Though it were uncharitably ſuppoſed that none were ac- 
tuated by a ſuperior principle, many would adhere to it 
from the prejudices of education, and from zeal for the 
doctrine of their fathers. And from the teſtimonies of Je- 
rom and Auſtin, we know that whatever were their mo- 
tives, they continued to confeſs Chriſt as the Son of God. 
Epiphanius himſelf, even while he ſpeaks of the mutual 
communications of theſe heretics, deſcribes them as diſtinct 
bodies. 


SECTION m, 


Of the points in which the n differed from the 
Ebiomtes. 


FE learned Jones could perceive very little difference 

between theſe ſets . But had he paid the ſame at- 
tention to this ſubject, as to ſome others, be _ have ſeen 
that they differed widely. 


1. The 


Method of ſettling the Canon, vol. i. 385, 386. 


r “ ˙ - 
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1. The Nazarenes believed the miraculous conception. 
2 properly called Ebionites never did. 
2. The Nazarenes confeſſed that Chriſt was the Son of 


God. The Ebionites afferted that he was man only. 


3. The Nazarenes acknowledged all the Old Teſtament 
as inſpired +, It does not appear that the Ebionites did ſo. 
Epiphanius aſſerts that they held the prophets in ab- 
0 horrence 1.“ This our author reckons improbable, be- 
cauſe both Symmachus and Theodotion tranſlated the Old 
Teſtament ||. But the argument is not concluſive, unleſs 
it can be proved that every tranſlator has believed the in- 
ſpiration of that work on which he has beſtowed his labour. 
Although Epiphanius i is, perhaps, the only ancient writer 
who ſpeaks of their rejection of the prophets in ſuch ſtrong 
language, it cannot be Youbted that they were very early 
chargeable with ſome error on this head ; and that this'was 
a ſtriking line in their character. For Irenæus, in the 
very ſhort account he has given of them, ſays, that they 
4 attempted to explain the prophetical writings in too cu- 
« rious a manner 5.“ 

One would think that, if the teſtimony of Epiphanius 
be worthy of credit in any one inſtance, it is when he 
ſpeaks of the Ebionites as rejecting the prophets. He is ſo 
particular, that we can ſcarcely ſuppoſe that he erred, un- 
leſs e had done ſ> wilfully. For after infinuating their 
rejection of a the Old Teſtament, except the five books 
of Moſes, he adds; © But neither do they receive the Pen- 
tateuch entire, but reje& certain ſayings: For if you 
object that Green u animal food, inquiring why Abra- 

© ham 


* Juſt. Mart. p. 265, 266. Hieron. Ep. ad Aug. In Efai. i. 12. xi. 1. 
xl. 6. Ezek. xvi. 13 Auguſt, de Her. ut ſup. 

+ Haer. 29. ſ. 7. 1 Haer. 30. p. 139. 

I Vol: iii p. 217. 


$ Que autem ſuntprophetica; curjolins exponere nituntur. Adv. Her, - 
1. i. c. 26, 
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« Noah fed in this manner, and received the divine com- 
« mand to ſlay and eat? and how Iſaac and Jacoh offered 

« ſacrifice to God; and alſo Moſes, in the deſert ? they indeed 
« diſbelieve- theſe things, faying; Of what neceſſity is 
it for me to acknowledge what is in the law, when the 
goſpel is come ? On the contrary, the ſame writer ex. 
preſsly teſtifies of the Nazarenes, that they received all the 
Jewith ſeriptures f. But, beſides what is aſſerted by Ir6 
næus and Epiphanius on this head, Methodius, biſhop: of 
Tyre, an accurate writer who flouriſned about the year 
290, ſays that the Ebionites contended that the prophets 
« ſpake of their own. motion; that is; they refuſed that 
the prophets | pale as they were moved by the: Huy Ghoſh. 
The learned Fabricius, who does not ſeem to have recok 
lected that this charge had been exhibited. againſt the Ebio- 
nites in general, thoſe at leaſt who were properly ſo-called, 


ſays; © I wonder what kind of Ebionites theſe were, who, 


« acording to Methodius, denied the inſpiration of the ſerip- 
« tures 1. It has been aſſerted by different writers, that, 
among the manuſcripts in a certain library at Conſtanti- 
nople, there is an interpretation of the Old Teſtament 
ſcriptures, aſcribed to Symmachus. If ſuch a work be ex-. 
tant, and at the ſame time genuine, were it brought to 
light, it would ſhew whether he was really an Ebionite; 
and if he was, illuſtrate the peculiar ideas of that people 
with reſpect to the prophetical writings 
But 
* Haer. 30. ſ. 18. - + Haer. 29. ſ. 7. 
I Miror quoque qualis fuerint Ebionei qui Methodio teſte, in Con- 
vivio decem Virginum, p. 133. Scripturas a Spiritu 8. inſpiratas nega- 
bant, i Jag aeg Tous Tpogyrag ArAaaneves PIR t. Fabric. 
Biblioth. Græc. 1 4. c. 5. vol. 1. p. 130. 
In Catalogo MSS. Conſtantini Varini C. Politani quem Poſſevinus 
ad calcem Apparatus lien, et ante Poſſevinum Verderius ad calcem Bibl. 
edidit, 
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. 38. p. 631. 


142 Differences between the Book V, 


But we receive conſiderable light on this ſubje& from u 
work, acknowledged by Dr P. to be that of an Unitarian. 
For when Epiphanius charges the Ebionites with rejeQting 
the prophets, he appeals to the beſt authority. He refers 
to what was then called, The Travels of Clemens ; now the 
Recognitions W. There are other books,” he ſays © which 
« they uſe, viz. The Travels of Peter by Clemens, having 
« left in this a few things true, while the reſt is adulterated.” 
Speaking of the faith of Clemens, as expreſſed in his 


Epiſtles, he adds; He commends Elias, and David, and 
Samſon, and all the prophets; whom they deteſt +.” Here 


our author obſerves; © This I think altogether as impro- 


„ bable, as what he lays of their revering water as a god. 


« He is the only writer who aſſerts any ſuch thing, and as 
far as appears from all other accounts, the Ebionites ac- 
« knowledged the authority of all that we call the canoni- 
« cal books of the Old Teſtament f.“ But had Dr P. been 
willing to receive proofs of the truth of this afſertton, his 
favourite work, the Clementines, would have amply ſupplied 
him. He gives a conſiderable extract from the very Page, 

in which one of the cleareſt proofs appears. | 
The writer makes Peter expreſsly aſſert, that © the Serip- 
ture has received many hes againſt God ||,” After e- 
numerating a great many expreſſions under this impious 


notion, as when God is ſaid to tempt, to repent, to Barden, 


to deceive, to create evil, Ac. he charges the hiſtorical parts 
of Scripture with falſehood, not excepting the Pentateuch, 
ſaying; I neither really believe the things mentioned in 

:-:-4 the 


edidit, memoratur — Hebræi inter pretatio in Pſalterinm David, 
et ejuſdem inter pretatio in omnia valumina veteris divine Scriptura. 
Sed opus ipſum nemo fuit hactenus, qui in lucem proferret. Fabric. Bibl. 
Grezc. vol. ii. p. 338. | 

* Origen, Philocal. c. 22 p. 81. 82. ÞF Epiph Haer. 30. p. 139- 

} Vol iv. p. 217 

I TIoana yap , xara Tv Qty — a Ypapans Hom. 2. 
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« the law, againſt God, nor againſt the juſt; preſuming 
that the opinion would be impious. For I cannot per- 
« ſuade myſelf that Adam, who was produced by the 
« hand of God, was a tranſgreſſor; nor that Noah, who 
« was found more juft than all the world, was drunken ;, 
« nor that Abraham had at one time three wives,” Uc s. 
He ridicules that paſſage which refers to the tree of life, 
and the hiſtory of the fall. How could he have any ne- 
« ceflity for touching the tree of life, that he might know 
« good and evil, But they believe thefe things, who are 
« deſtitute of judgment, who think that the brute animal 
« (the ſerpent) was more powerful than God who made 
« them and all things 4.” How could ſach men be ſaid 
to © acknowledge the authority 80 1 1 Old Teſta- 
ment? “» 

3. The Nazarenes had the Hebrew Goſpel of Matthew 
entire: but that ufed by the Ebionites was imperfect. The 
| laſt is not denied. The firſt has been doubted; but as 
would ſeem, not on ſufficient grounds. It has, indeed, 
been ſaid that the teftimony of Epiphanius is of no account, 
becauſe, although he calls this more entire, he acknowledges 
that he had never ſeen it, and was uncertain whether it had 
the genealogy, or not. He calls it Tygeraroy, not more, as 
Dr P. gives it from Jones, but moſt entire. But Epipha- 
vius, by adding this fingle exception with reſpect to the 

2 TR genealogy, 

* Ovx #1 avkoyer BT! xare Ty Oy wirivu, UTI vr THY W 7 
„e avearygapirer Jaws, aria; g Troxaptarm* ws vag 
TiT6 cues urs Adaye Tagaubary; wv, 0 vfνο 201;r24 Otov xrugwr u- 
Gord? urs Net utbvon; vv, 0 urig TAYTH re X00j401 TI 405 Evge- 
das. wre d Aga E Tgow apa cons yuaitn, Or. Hom, 2. 
ſeQ. 52. p. 634. 

FA 0 Tus ert pr xetiar ux Tron bin, LE 
den ae; WANG raura THFIETY e ange, 04 wAoyer Dngror, 
Ois xu X710avT% avTE; T6 Kal Ta THITH UE YET wreger ytyunoas 
onder. Hom. 3. ſect. 21. p. 638. 


genealogy, means to 1 his certaia information that it 
was moſt entire in other reſpects; and to contraſt it with 
that of the Ebionites, which, he certainly knew, wanted 
the genealogy, and to which he refuſes this character, 
becauſe it was not only gi mutilated, but vew- 
gen adulterated. The truth of the laſt aſſertion he im- 
mediately proceeds to illuſtrate by ſome inſtances . Si- 


mon f, Olearius t, and Fabricius |}, were ſatisfied that theſe 


were different Goſpels, although they might have one 
name. It is remarkable that the learned Grabe, though 
he at firſt thought that they were the ſame, afterwards, on 


a careful compariſon. of the fragments of both, changed his 


opinion, and candidly acknowledged his miſtake . 
But we ſhall aſk. no other evidence that they uſed diffe- 
rent Goſpels, than what our author himſelf affords. He 


grants that, © in the Goſpel which Jerom tranſlated, there 


was the ſecond chapter, if not the genealogy ;” wa it 


had theſe words, Out of Egypt have I called my Son; and, 
He ſhall be called a Nazarene. © This,” he adds, „I am 
« willing to explain in the following manner. Originally 
ti the Jewiſh Chriſtians did not believe the doctrine of the 
© miraculous conception.—Origen is the firſt who has no- 
« ticed two kinds of Ebionites, one believing the concep+ 
« tion, and- the- other denying it. Probably, therefore, 
their original copies of the Goſpel bad not the two fir / 
* chapters, which contained that hiſtory ; but after ſome 
« time, thoſe of the Jewiſh Chriſtians, who gave credit to 


the ſtory, would naturally add theſe two chapters from 
the Greek copies; and it might be a copy of this kind 
that Jerom met with *.“ 


3 | : Dr 


* Haer. 30. f. 13. p. 137. I Hiſt. Crit, de N. T. c. 9. 

} Obſerv. in Matth. x. p. 94. Cod. Apocryph. N. T. P. i. p. 360. 
$ Not. in Irenacum, I. 3. c. Ir. p. 220. ap. Moſheim Vindic. p. 112. 
Vol. iu. p. 215, 216. 
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Dr P. is uncommonly liberal in his conceſſions here. He 


ſeems ſo to feel the force of that evidence which oppoſes his 


ſyſtem, that he wiſhes to compound on as reaſonable terms 


as poſſible. But although he be willing to explain in 


« this manner,” he will find few to join him. He has 
granted too much for his own hypotheſis. Call theſe two 


« kinds of Ebionites,” or what you pleaſe ; they could not 
have been the ſame people. The Doctor, ſurely, does not 
ſuppoſe that they all admitted of this addition. Thoſe who 
diſbelie ved the miraculous conception, would never aſſent 
to ſuch an innovation. Religious bodies, how ſtrict ſoe ver 
their former agreement, when they begin to differ, inſtead 
of being ſo complaiſant, generally become warmer in their 
attachment to the point in diſpute, than before, This 

would be, in hiſtory, a ſolitary inſtance of moderation, as 
to a point of this nature; indeed, as to almoſt any article 
of faith or practice. This addition, therefore, as the Doc- 


tor himſelf ſeems to grant, would be found in ſome copies 


only. But was not the Goſpel read and explained in their 


churches ? The queſtion, then, muſt have been, which of 


them ſhould be read? If the new Ebionites thought this 
a point of ſuch importance that, on account of it, they 
made an addition to their Goſpel ; would they conſent that 
this ſhould be omitted in the Lecture? This is totally in- 
credible. Would the o/d Ebionites ſubmit to hear a thing 
read as the language of inſpiration, which taught a doctrine 
that they are ſaid to have denied for more than two centu- 
ries? This is equally incredible. Therefore, we cannot 
ſuppoſe them to have had different goſpels, even as to this 
ſingle point, without ſeparate aſſemblies. But if they had, 
they were really different ſeQs. 

Thus, our author has himſelf proved the very point 
which he ſo ſtrenuouſly oppoſes. From his own conceſſions, 
it appears almoſt to a demonſtration, that thoſe, whoſe 
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Goſpel had the genealogy, were indeed the Nazarenes, | 
It will naturally occur to the reader, that the difference 


.between their copies of Matthew's Goſpel was not owing 


to an addition in a later age, but that they were originally 
different; or rather, that the true Ebionites were the only 
innovators. For indeed, it has the conſent of antiquity, 
that they cut off the-genealogy. 

What, then, are we to make of Jerom, when he ſpeaks 
of © the goſpel uſed by the Nazarenes and Ebionites ?” 
Dr P., quoting theſe words in a preceding chapter, declares 
that · Jerom has ſufficiently decided the queſtion,” and 
could have had no * other idea than that theſe two ſects 
« uſed the ſame goſpel, when he ſaid, © In the goſpel uſed 
by the Nazarenes and Ebionites, which is commonly 


called the authentic goſpel of Matthew, which I lately 


© tranſlated from Hebrew into Greek, Cc. But, by his 
conceſſions on this occaſion, he ruins the force of Jerom's 
deciſion. The copy which he tranſlated had the ſecond 
chapter, © if not the genealogy 4,” as Dr P. obſerves; and 


we certainly know that the one uſed by the Ebionites 


wanted both f. It is therefore evident, that Jerom had 
tranſlated the Goſpel, only as it was preſerved among the 
Nazarenes. Of this he himſelf aſſures us ||. But ſtill he 
might ſpeak of it as alſo uſed by the Ebionites ; becauſe 
their 

® In evangelio quo utuntur Nazareni et Ebionitæ. quod nuper in Gra» 


cum de Hebrzo ſermone tranſtulimus, et quod vocatur a pleriſque Mat. 
thei authenticum, c. In Matth, xii, 13. ap. Auct. vol. iii. p. 180. 


f Ibid. p. 181. 


This is undoubtedly admitted by « our learned author. For he ſays; 
It is evident from Epiphanius that the Ebionites did not conſider the 
« two firſt chapters of Matthew as belonging to it; for their copies were 
« without them, beginning with the third chapter.“ Ibid. p. 21 3. 

Mihi quoque a Nazarzis qui in Berœa urbe Syria hoc yolumina 
utuntur, deſcribendi facultas fuit, Catal. vir. illuſtr. in Matth. 


=y 


their edition, though mutilated and corrupted, was originally 
the ſame as that of the Nazarenes. | His language does not 
neceſſarily imply that this goſpel was uſed by both in the 
ſame form. — "7 WP Pts 
ſpeaks of the Nazarenes only as ufing it. 

By looking into a paſſage of Grotius, an 
terially admits the truth of all that is here aſſerted. As he 
was a Socinian, nothing but the force of truth could have 
made him expreſs himſelf as he does. His candid decla- 
ration certainly deſerves our anthor's particular attention. 
There are ſome,” he ſays, © who think that the Goſpel of 
the Nazarenes alſo was mutilated ; but of this I do not find 
any ſufficient witneſs. For Epiphanius aſſerts the contrary, 
that theſe, viz. have the Goſpel me entire. I know very 
well that Jerom quotes the Hebrew copy of Matthew, in 
« ſuch a manner that he may ſeem to make it common to 
Nazarenes and Ebionites. But it is my judgment, that 
« it was common to them, juſt as the Goſpel of Luke had 
formerly been to Marcion and the Catholics; a few 
things, which diſpleaſed Marcion, being altered. In like 
„manner, the Ebionites deleted the whole of the Genea- 
« logy, and what follows to that place where we have an 
account of Chriſt being baptized by John, juſt as Marcion 
« eraſed the firſt chapters of Luke. But the Ebionites 
© afted this part for their own purpoſe, becauſe they wiſhed 
« it to be believed that Jeſus was the ſon of Joſeph. But 
there was not the leaſt reaſon for the Nazarenes doing 
* ſo, as it is not proved that they differed from other Chri- 
ſtians in what concerns faith, although they obſerved 
the Jewiſh ceremonies . The author of the Clementine 
Homilies affords} a ſtriking proof of the truth of the 

_ KR2 charge 

# Sunt qui putant et t tte fuiſſe Evangelium Nazarœorum, cujus 

rei nuſquam idoneum reperio teflem. Nam Epiphanius contrarium dicit, 
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charge exhibited by Epiphanius againſt the Ebionites, as 
to adutterating the Goſpel of Matthew; while it is a fur- 
ther evidence of the light in which they conſidered the Old 
Teſtament. For that paſſage, Ye do err, not knowing the 
feriptures, nor the power of God, is thus expreſſed by him ; 
Ye do err, not bnowing the true parts of ſcripture, whence ye 
are alſo ignorant of the power of God. He at the ſame 
time obſerves, that Chriſt . ſpoke this to thoſe who were 
« deceived by falſe ſcriptures, properly pointing out the 
ot cauſe of the deception *.” 

4. The Nazarenes, although they adhered to the law 
themſelves, did not impoſe it on Gentile Chriſtians ; but the 


Ebionites did. The latter is acknowledged by Dr P +. 
He alfo admits that there were_Hebrew Chriftians who did 


not urge the neceſſity of the obſervation of the law by 
Gentiles. © Juſtin Martyr,” he ſays, makes no mention 
of Ebionites, but he ſpeaks of the Jewiſh Chriftians, 
„which has been proved to be a ſynonymous expreſſion ; 
f Land 
eos nempe habere Evangelium TA»peraroy (leni. Non ignoro 
Hieronywum ita Hebrzum Matthei exemplar citare, ut id, commune vi- 


deatur facere Nazareis et Ebionitis. Sed commune illis arbitror ſuiſſe, 
cut olim Catholicis, commune fuit cum Marcione Evangelium Lucae, 


| paucis ſcilicet mutatis, quæ Marcioni diſplicebant. Ita et Ebionitæ 


dele verant totam Genealogiam, et que ſequuntur, ad eum locum ubi 
Chriſtus a Johanne baptizatur, plane ſicut Marcio prima Luce capita 


induxit. Fecerunt hoc autem Ebionitæ, pro ſuo inſtituto, ut qui Jeſum 


credi vellent natum ex Joſephi concubitu.— Hoc autem cur Nazarzi face- 
rent nihil erat cauſe, qui non probantur in fidei negotio a ceteris Chri- 
ſtianis diſcrepalſe, * ritus * obſeryabant, ge: Annot. in 


Matth. 
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« and it is plain that he did not conſider all of them as he · 
« retics, but only thoſe of them who refuſed to communi- 
« cate with the Gentile Chriſtians, With reſpe& to the 
< reſt, he ſays, that he ſhould have no objection to hold i in 
« commuinion with them. He deſcribes them as perſons 
« who obſerved the law of Moſes, but did not impoſe it on 

« others. Who could theſe be but Jewiſh Unitarians e ?” 
Here Dr P. grants that there were two kinds of Hebrew 
Chriſtians: one, that did not impoſe the law on the Gen- 
tiles; another, that did. In the latter claſs he, indeed, in- 
cludes the Nazarenes as well as the Ebionites ; but with- 
out any proof, nay, in oppoſition to ſufficient proof to the 
contrary. For it has been already ſhewn from this very 
paſſage of Juſtin, that theſe, whom he deſcribes as not for- 
cing the law on the Gentiles, were entirely different from | 
Ebionites, not only in their practice, but in their faith. For 
they believed that © Chriſt, the Son of God, was before : 
„Lucifer and the moon +.” Who could theſe be but Na- 
zarenes, as it appears from a variety of other evidence that 
this was their faith. But at any rate, our author grants 
that there were two kinds of Jewiſh Chriſtians. As the 
one communicated. with the uncircumciſed, and the other 
did not, it certainly follows that they would not communi- 
cate with each other. For, as things which agree in one 
third, agree with each other ; the reverſe of this axiom 
has always appeared in the hiſtory of the church. Thoſe 
who have differed as to communion with a third party, 
have not agreed to communicate with each other. Dr P. 
may inſiſt to give the name of Ebionites, or of Nazarenes, 
to both theſe bodies of Hebrew Chriſtians. But in what 
way fſoever they were denominated, it is obvious that my 
were not the ſame people. 


5. The Ebionites rejected, hated and curſed Paul as an 
K 3 apoſtate 


* Vol. wi. p- 201, 203. See above, p- 133, xc. 
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apoſtate from the law . Nothing of this kind has been 
charged againſt the Nazarenes. It is evident that the firſt 
who bore this name received him. Surely we cannot judge 
more ſafely of the faith of the primitive church, than from 
the Apoſtles. But James, Cephas and John, perceiving the 
grace of God that was gives unto Paul, gave him the right 
hand of fellowſhip, Gal. ii. 9. Nay, it was after that Paul, 
together with Barnabas, had been received of the chnrch, and 


F the apoſtles and elders, after they had declared to all the 
 wulticads what God bad wrought among tht Gentiles, that che 


ſentence. recorded Ads xv. 4. 12. was unanimouſly paſſed. 
It has been inconteſtably proved from Jerom, that the later 
Nazarenes pad. the greateſt reſpe& to the Apoſtle of the 
Gentiles. 

6. It does not appear that the Ebionites receĩved any 
part of the New Teſtament, but their mutilated and cor- 
rupted copy of the Goſpel of Matthew. Dr P., in that 
very chapter in which he treats of the Sacred books of the 
Ebionites, mentions no other. It is no where ſaid that the 
Nazarenes rejected the reſt of the New Teſtament. As 
the Goſpel of John, and the Acts, were found at Tibe- 
rias, tranſlated into Hebrew, it is moſt probable that this 
was done by Nazarenes. The words of Epiphanius clear- 
ly imply that they received, not only the Goſpel of Mat- 


thew, but the reſt of the canon. They uſe,” he ſays, 


not only the New Teſtament, but alſo the Old in the ſame 
« manner as the Jews +.” Moſheim conjeQtures that they 
might even admit the Epiſtles of Paul, uſing a forced intet- 
pretation, as many others have done. There were ſome, 
indeed, who wrefted them very early. A little ingenuity 
might 

* Euſ. Hiſt. 1. 3. c. 26, Epipban. Her. 30. 1 16. Hieron. in Mat. 


xii. 2. 
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might enable a man as eaſily to ſhew that Paul was no ene- 
my to the obligation of the law on Hebrew Chriſtians, as 
that he did; not believe the dignity of our Saviour. Ori- 
'gen, as we ſhall afterwards.ſee, has exerciſed his ingenuity 
in the former reſpect, in his interpretation of thoſe words, 
Do ye not hear the law # But as it has been proved that the 
Nazarenes acknowledged Paul as an Apoſtle, it is not con- 
ceivable that they ſhould reje& his epiſtles. | 
We have already ſeen that the other parts of 88 
although rejected by Ebionites, were received by the ge- 
nuine Hebrew Chriſtians. Would James, and Cephas, and 
John acknowledge thoſe as brethren, who rejected their 
own writings? Nay, can any reaſonable man ſuppoſe that 
thoſe would pretend to ſubmit to the authority of theſe 
Apoſtles, who would not read their writings? Even, for a 
moment, ſetting afide the idea of their inſpiration, is the 
ſuppoſition admiſſible ? Would thoſe, in our own time, be 
accounted genuine Unitarians, who would reje& all the 
writings of Dr Prieſtley, Mr Lindſey, &c. who as Paul 
ſpeaks, /eem to be pillars * What would be thought, if they 
ſhould notwithſtanding pretend that they were their only 
genuine diſciples? The very narrow limits of the canon 
of the Ebionites is, of itſelf, a ſufficient proof that they 
were from the beginning obſtinate heretics. 
7. The Ebionites believed the doctrine of a Millenium. 
I do not mean, that it was believed among them, as among 
Chriſtians in general. It was not an opinion adopted by 
one individual, and rejected by another, It was one of the 
articles of their creed, peculiarly characteriſtie of the ſeQ. 
They borrowed it from the ſynagogue ; and, in this in- 
ſtance, incorporated into their ſcheme of Chriſtianity al- 
molt all the ideas of the Jews with reſpect to their Meſſiah, 
and his future temporal kingdom. Some Gentile Chri- 
ſtians have entertained very carnal 2 on this ſubject. 
K 4 Among 
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Among theſe we may reckon Papias and Irenæus . But 


it cannot be ſuppoſed that any of them went ſo far as 
the Ebionites. For they retained ſo much of their origi- 


nal Judaiſm as to believe that the Gentiles would be obli- 
ged to ſubmit to circumciſion and the other ceremonies of 


the law; and that they would be admitted into the church, 


only by becoming ſervants of the Jews +. 
While Jerom expreſsly declares that theſe were the ſen- 


timents of the Ebionites, he no where aſcribes them to the 


Nazarenes This he certainly would have done, had they 
been chargeable with them, conſidering his zeal againſt the 
Millenarian ſcheme. This was ſo great, that he takes 


every opportunity of introducing it, and cannot ſuffer 


Trenzus himſelf to paſs without cenfuref. The Naza- 


renes could not believe this doctrine, in the ſenſe of the 


Ebionites. For they conſidered the Gentiles as true con- 
verts to Chriſtianity ||, who, becauſe of their not ſubmitting 
to the law of Moſes, were accounted heretics by: the _— 

mites. | 
8. The Ebionites were not only attached to the rites of 
the Phariſees, but blended the opinions and practices of the 
Samaritans with their Judaiſm. Epiphanius is ſo particu- 

lar as to the latter, that without rejecting him entirely as'a 
witneſs, 


- 


3 PA adv. Hær. lib. 5. e. 32, 33. 


+ Judei et Judaici erroris Hebionitz,—omneſque mille annorum de- 


 licias preſtolantes; equos et quadrigas, et rhedas, et lectucas, five ba- 


ſternas, et dormitoria, muloſque et mulas, et carrncas, et diverſi generis 
rehicula, ſic intelligunt, ut ſcripta ſunt : Quod videlicet in conſumma- 
tione mundi, quando Chriſtus Hieruſalem regnaturus advenerit ; et tem- 
plum fuerit inſtauratum, et immolatæ Judaicz victimæ, de toto orbe re- 


ducantur filii Iſrael :!——occurentibus ſibi cunctis gentibus, quæ eorum 
 fervituti fuerint preparatæ. Hieron. in Efai. lxvi. 19, 20. Sperant 


circumciſionis injuriam. In cap. liv. 11. Proœm. in lib. zviii. Comment. 
in Eſai. 


1 Prooem, ſup, citat. | 1 ſup. cit. 
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witneſs, we cannot well refuſe his teſtimony. He ſays of 
Ebion: But this man, by his imitating the Samaritans, 
« goes far beyond the Jews.” Then he proceeds to men- 
tion particulars, which may be ſeen in his work . But he 
exhibits no ſuch charge againſt the Nazarenes, though evi- 
dently no wiſe partial to them. Of them he ſays; . 
« are entirely Jews, and nothing beſides +.” | 

As Epiphanius is ſo clear and explicit in his teſtimony 
againſt the Ebionites, Dr P. wiſhes to impreſs his reader 
with an idea of the partiality of this writer. There is 
« one thing,” he ſays, © which he lays to their charge, 
« which though abſolutely incredible, it is not eaſy to ac- 
count for. For he ſays that the Ebionites revere water 
as a God t.“ But in our author's conduct we may diſ- 
cern the operation of the ſame principle which he aſcribes 
to Epiphanius, although in the other extreme. His deter- 
mination to believe nothing to the prejudice of the Ebio- 
nites, renders him incapable of inveſtigating the truth. For 
this charge is neither incredible, nor hard to be accounted 
for. Epiphanius himſelf accounts for it. In the ſentence 
immediately following, he ſays; © They conſtantly waſh 
« themſelves in water, in ſummer as well as in winter, for 
« the ſake of purification in the ſame manner as the Sama- 
« ritans 5.“ Afterwards he obſerves, that © in the Travels 
* of Peter, a work corrupted by the Ebionites, they repre- 
« ſent him as waſhing every day, for the purpoſe of puri- 

6 fying 
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« fying himſelf, as they were themſelves wont to do v. 
We have the ſame work, as to the ſubſtance of it, in the 
Recognitions and Homilies; according to our author, the only 
remnants of the learning of early Unitarians : and in both 
this conduct is aſcribed to Peter. He is repreſented as waſh- 


ing before eating +, as waſhing before prayer t, nay, © that 


« he might pray 5,“ as waſhing every day, when he found 
abundance of water, either in the ſea or elſewhere || ; the 


very thing that Epiphanius aſſerts of the Ebionites **, Pe- 


ter is made to ſay that * all things are generated from the 
«© water . ” that “ the water n all things, and that 
« water 1s firſt begotten 11.“ 

Thus, it appears that the charge may not only be ac- 
counted for, but that it is not in itſelf incredible. For Epi- 
phanius evidently means that the Ebionites ſeemed to think 
that there was ſomething divine in water. He limits the 
ſenſe of his ſtrong language, when exhibiting the ſame 
charge againſt the Sampſzans or Elceſaites, with whom he 
ſays the Ebionites were connected: They have a great 
« veneration for water. For they almoſt account it a God, 
« afſerting that it is the ſource of life {$.” They alſo exhi- 

i: 
* —N; are xxl" iger Pau a yVicges — nab 
vr Har. 30. ſect. 15. 


+ Recog. lib. 4. ſ. I. lib. 5. ſ. 36. Hom lib. 8. ſ. 2. 
r Recog. lib. 8. ſ. x. lib. 10. ſ. 1. 
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bit the moſt striking reſemblance of the — 
tiſts v. | 

We tive bee ach Hoy bitial this Wecttijas ebe fn 
their oppoſition to the Pharifaical rites, and to the tradi- 
tions of the elders. Is it, then, in the leaſt degree ſuppoſa- 
ble, that they would join in communion with thofe who 
nrged daily waſhing as a neceſſary mean of mental pri. 
cation ? 

9. The Ebionites adopted various errors of the Gno- 
ſtics f No infmuation of this has been given, by any wri- 
ter, concerning the Nazarenes. But as our learned author 
is very anxious to prove, that the Ebionites were at the 
greateſt diſtance from the Gnoſtics, I ſhall afterwards con- 
fider this article by itſelf. 

Dr. P., having, as he apprehends, done ſach great things, 
hopes that he“ ſhall hear no more of the Nazarenes as an 
evidence of the antiquity of the Trinitarian doctrine . 
But after what we have ſeen concerning the ſoul-ſubverting 
Ebionites, we have certainly much more reaſon to expreſs 
our hope, that we ſhall hear no more of them as the ge- 
nuine Hebrew Chriſttans. 

It appears from what we have ſeen, indeed, that the diſ- | 
pute between Dr P. and the orthodox comes to a very nar- 
row point. He believes that the Ebionites were the only 
genuine Hebrew Chriſtians, who immediately received the 
doctrine of our Lord, and of his Apoſtles. Thence, he 
pleads for the rejection of the doctrine of our Saviour's di- 
vinity, as it was not acknowledged by them. Bur if the 
argument be good here, it muſt be equally good in other 

| | reſpects. 

* Epiphan. her. 17. vid. Annot. Petavii. Euſeb. Hiſt. I. 4. c. 22. 
Apoſt. Conſtitut. I. 6. c. 6. Recog. Clement. I. r. c. 34. Cotelerii Pat. 
vol. i. p. 499. 
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reſpects. To be conſiſtent with himſelf, he ought to believe 
that they were the proper judges of the ſacred canon. But 
as he does not pretend that they received any part of the 
New Teſtament, but the Goſpel of Matthew, why does he 
receive any other? He adopts the ſyſtem of Toland. But 


why does he not carry it all its proper and natural length? | 


The infidel had greatly the advantage of our learned au- 
thor. By narrowing the limits of what he pretended to 


call the Goſpel, he gave himſelf a great deal leſs trouble. 


Did Dr P., after the example of the Ebionites, and of this 
worthy forerunner, obſerve the ſame plan, he would eaſily 
get rid of a great many troubleſome texts, ul-digefted. fto- 
ries, and inconcluſive reaſonings. 

The true diſciples of Jeſus, and. of the Apoſtles, as Dr P. 
believes, rejected Paul. He receives him, indeed, with an 
evident grudge, which looks as if it were hereditary, For 
the reaſonings which he reckons often inconclufive are thoſe 
of Paul. But why does he pretend to receive him, or quote 
him at all? If rejected by the genuine members of the 


primitive and apoſtolic church, he muſt have been an im- 


poſtor. Let our author plainly tell us, if he thinks that 
Paul was an Apoſtle of man, and by man 2 If he does not, 
he virtually rejects the Ebionites as heretics. For thoſe 


muſt have been heretics, and accounted ſuch by the primi- 


tive church, who rejected him who was an Apoſtle of Jeſus 
Chriſt, and by the will of God. If our author really agree 
with them, he ought certainly to reje& Paul, for the ſame 
reaſon, becauſe he was an enemy to the law of Moſes. If 
he fix on any other, he renounces the only pretence they had 


for rejecting Paul, and denounces them as, in this inſtance, 
rebels again divine authority. If he eſt in this reaſon, 


1 would beg leave to aſk the learned Gentleman, why he 
does not, like them, ur e the neceſſity of obſcrvin the law. 
Fox if they did not rebel agaiuſt God, in rejectng him 
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who laid claim to a divine revelation, with reſpect to the 
freedom of the Gentiles from that yoke, Paul was indeed 
a mere pretender. As it is undeniable that the Ebionites 
aſſerted that the law of Moſes was binding on all, Gen- 
tiles as well as Jews, in order to ſalvatjon ; if they were 
' the genuine Hebrew Chriſtians, this muſt have been the 
doctrine of the Apoſtles, and therefore of divine autho- 
rity. If fo, it ought to be ours. Let Unitarians ſet the 
pious example. They cannot be accounted conſiſtent in 
pretending that the Ebionites were the genuine diſciples of 
the Apoſtles, until they teach the brethren, and ſay, Except ye 
be circumciſed after the manner of Moſes, ye cannot be ſaved, 
Acts xv. 1. But this is not enough. A practical ſubmiſ- 
ſion to this Jewiſh rite will be far more winning to their 
fellow confeſſors of the unity, than any mere conformity of 
doctrine. No letters to the Jews will be ſo acceptable, as 
thoſe written in the blood of the Gentiles. | 
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That there were Orthodox Jews at al 3 to l 
the Time of Adrian, 


SECTION I. 


Te aa of G Sulpicin — oc. 


D* Pa IESTLEY next proceeds to examine what has been 
- aſſerted with reſpe& to the exiſtence of a church of 
Jews at Jeruſalem, believing the divinity of our Saviour, 
after Adrian had publiſhed his ſevere edi& againſt the Jews. | 
* Moſheim,” he ſays, © ſpeaks of a church of Trinitarian 
„Jews, who had abandoned the law of Moſes, Ec s.“ Our 
Vol. iii. p. 190, 
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writer, in his Vindiciæ, at leaſt, does not ſpeak of a church 
of orthodox Jews, but only of a church chiefly compoſed 


288 ; | Ortbodes Yews as | Hook V. 


author expreſſes great difſatisfation with him for faying 
that . Origen muſt have known of this church,” and for 
« taxing him with aſſerting a wilful falſehood.” The paſ- 
fage from Moſheim is not quoted in this work. But that 


of Jews *.” The paſſage referred to in Origen, is that in 
which he deſcribes the Jewiſh Chriſtians, without diſtinc- 
tion, as called Ebionites, and as not W 
their fathers. 
| Wenn in ceally fancied ge in tk pling 
it would appear that we ought to lay very little ſtreſs on 
his teſtimeny. Much has been already written on this point, 
But after the moſt impartial examination of the ſubje&, 
the charge exhibited againſt Origen, firſt by Moſheim, and 
of late by the learned Dr Horſley, ſeems to me too well- + 
founded. Fer ded; Origin never ike amen; time” 
mined to oppoſe his adverſary at all points, and to graſp at 
any apparent advantage in the argument; though the truth, 
to ſay no worſe, ſhould be concealed. A tranſlation of the 
paſſage, in its connexion, will be the faireſt mode of trial, 
and afford the moſt decifive evidence. It will be remem- 
bered that Celſus, in the work to which Origen replies, 
introduces a Jew as the ſpeaker. 

Origen expreſſes himſelf in this manner: © Let ys there- 


* fore attend to what he ſays to thoſe who from among the 


« Jews believe. He aſſerts that * they who have abandon- 
ed the law of their fathers, have been allured in their 
* minds by Jeſus, entirely and ridiculouſly deceived, and that 
* they have made a tranſition to another name, and to ano- 
0 ther 

1 Cztum anne Hieroſolymitanum ignorabat, qui quum e Judzis mati- 


mam partem collectus eflet, ſtatis tamen patrum czrimoniis dudum nun- 
tium miſerat Ego huic teſti, etiam jurato, fidem habere IT non 


poſſe profiteor. Cap. 7. ſ. 9. p. 204, 205. 
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© ther mode of life ?* But this he did not underſtand, that 
« thoſe of the Jews who have believed in Chriſt, have not 
* left the law of their fathers. For they live according to 
« jt; being named after the beggarly expectation of the 
« Jaw. For a poor man is by the Jews called Ebion; and 
« thoſe of the Jews, who have received Jeſus as Chriſt, are 
called Ebionites. And even Peter for a long time ſeems 
to have obſerved the Jewiſh rites, according to the law 
« of Moſes, as not having learned from Jeſus to aſcend from 
« that which is according to the letter to that which is ſpi- 
« ritual : as appears from the Acts of the A poſt les.“ 

Here he gives an account of the embaſſy of Cornelius, 
and of Peter's viſion, Acts x. 9.—15. adding: Obſerve 
« here, what plan Peter approves, yet adhering to the 
« Jewiſh rites, with reſpe& to things clean and unclean. 
„And from what follows, it appears that he had need of 
« the viſion, that he might communicate the words of the 
« faith to Cornelius, who was not an Iſraelite according to 
« the fleſh, and to thoſe with him, (Peter) himſelf being 
« yet a Jew; and as he lived according to the Jewiſh tra · 
« ditions, deſpiſing thoſe who lived without Judaiſm. Alſo, 
« in the epiſtle to the Galatians, Paul ſhews that Peter, be- 
ing yet afraid of the Jews, refrained from eating with 
e the Gentiles. James having come down to him, he with- 
« drew himſelf from them, being afraid of thoſe of the 
circumciſion. And even the reſt of the Jews, and Bar- 
4 nabas, acted the ſame part. And the conſequence was, 
* that the Apoſtles of the circumcifion did not apoſtatize 
from the Jewiſh cuſtoms, when thoſe who ſeemed to be pil- 
* lars gave the right hand of fellowſhip to Paul and Barnabas, 

* that they might go to the Gentiles ; themſelves departing 
to the circumcifion. But why do I ſpeak of the mini- 
* ſters of the circumciſion withdrawing and ſeparating 
'* themſelves from the Gentiles, when Paul himſelf to the 
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&« fews became a Jew, that he might gain the Jews? Wheze- 
« fore, as it is written in the Acts of the Apoſtles, he alſo 

brought an offering to the altar, that he might perſuade 
the Jews that he had not apoſtatized from the law. 

« Had Celſus known all theſe things, he would not have 
t introduced a Jew thus addreſſing thoſe who had been 
converted from Judaiſm : What have ye undergone, O 
© citizens, that ye have forſaken the law of your fathers, 
and being enticed by him, of whom ye have now ſpoken, 
have been thoroughly and ridiculouſly deceived, and fled 


„ from us to another name, and to another manner of li- 
_ © ving? Since I have already mentioned Peter, and thoſe 


* who preached the Chriſtian doctrine to the circumciſion ; 
« it ſeems not improper in this place to produce a certain 


© ſaying of Jeſus from the Goſpel according to John, and 


its interpretation. I have yet many things to ſay to you, 
zur ye cannot bear them now. Howbeit, when he, the Spi- 
& rit of truth is come, be will guide you into all truth : for 
& be ſhall not ſpeak of himſelf; but whatſoever he ſhall 
& bear, that ſhall he ſpeak. And here we inquire, what 
+ were theſe many things which Jeſus had to ſay to his diſ- 


_ & ciples, which they were not then able to bear? To the 


& Apoſtles, who were Jews, and educated according to the 
Jetter of the Moſaic law, perhaps he had to ſay what the 
new law was, and of what ſymbols and ſhadows of hea- 
« venly things the Jewiſh worſhip conſiſted, and of what good 
things to come, the law concerning meats and drinks, 
and feaſts e eee contained a ſha- 

* dow.” ' 
After ſome. oſtration, and giving it as ble opinion that 
this was the truth which the Holy Spirit was to teach, Ori- 
gen adds: And according to the promiſe of Jeſus, the 
Spirit of truth came upon Peter, ſaying to him, concern- - 
© ing the four-footed beaſts and reptiles of the earth, Ari 
2 Peter 
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« Peter, Aay and eat. And it came to him while yet un- 
40 der the power of ſuperſtition. For he even ſays to the X 
« heavenly. voice, Not ſo Lord; for 1 have never eaten any 
6 thing common or unclean. And he taught him the doc- b 


« trine concerning true and ſpiritual meats in theſe words; 


« What God hath cleanſed, call not thou common. And 
« from the time of that viſion, the Spirit of truth, leading 
« Peter into all truth, ſaid many things to him which he 
« could not bear, when Jeſus converſed with him according ; 
« to the fleſh, But indeed, we ſhall have another oppor- 
A tunity of enlarging on theſe things which reſpeQ the ac- 
« ceptance of the law of Moſes. . It is now propoſed to 
« demonſtrate che ignorance.of Celſus, who makes the Jew 
« ſay to his fellow-citizens of Iſrael believing in Jeſus 2 
©On account of what ſufferings have ye left the law of 
your fathers?” and what follows. But how have they 
+ left the law of their fathers, who in theſe words chal- 
_ © lenge thoſe who do not hear it; Tell me, ye who achnow- 
« Jedge the lau, do ye not bear the law For it is ritten 
« that Abraham had two ſons, and downwards to, Which 
** things are an allegory, and ſo on. And how have theſe 
« forſaken the law of their fathers, who, in their diſcourſe, 
are canſtantly ſpeaking of their paternal concerns? and 
#8 ſaying ; ; Saith not the law theſe things alſo ? For it is writ- 
« ten in the law of Moſes, Thou ſhalt not muzzle the ox that 
« treadeth out the corn. Doth God take care for oxen? 
« Or ſaith he it altogether for our . ſakes ? For our ſakes, no 
doubt, this is written ; and ſo forth. | 
And how confuſedly does the Jew, ( introduced by Cel- - 
e ſus, ſpeak, when he had it in his power to have ſaid 
wich more appearance of truth ; Some, indeed, have 
* renounced our cuſtoms under the pretext of interpreta- 
tions and allegories : and others alſo interpreting, as you 
* profeſs, ſpiritually, while ye nevertheleſs obſerve the 
n L. * cuſtoms 


\ 
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- © ciiſtoms of che fathers; and others of you; dec 
interpretation, incline both to receive Jeſus as foretold, 
and to obſerve the Moſaic law, according to the cuſtoth 
* of your anceſtors ; ks Raving all the mind of the Spirit ih 
« the letter.” But how could Celſus clearly diſfinguiſh theſe 
_ « things, who, in the progreſs of his diſcourſe, has mate 
mention of herefies the molt impious and foreign to the 
« doctrine of Jeſus, and of others renouncing the Maker of 
_ « the world: but did not know: that the lfraelites, believing | 
in ſefus, had hot left tlie lad of their fathers ? For it was 
not his intention, with a fincere love to the truth, to'exd- 
mine all theſe things in their proper order, that if he fbund 
« any thing uſeful, he might receive it: but as an etiemy, 
and wholly bent on pervertitig what he heard, he wrote 
<« ſuch things. With him, the Jew goes on, addreſſing the 
« belie vers of that nation? * Yeſterday, and the day before, 
even when we ſuffered puniſhment from that perſon who- 
drove us away like beaſts, ye apoſtatized from the law of 
« your fathers :* while, as we have ſhewn, he knows nothing 
6 rn er which tie ſpeaks v.“ 
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Ofiget's wowed defign in this © alfage, 26 855 Trove 
falſity * charge brought by Celfus againlt che 5 
beigen, * they deferted ies As Celfus ky 

lumniated Jeſus, Origen, w e proved the groun 
neſs of the acculation, might it think himſelf excuſable in in 
taking an artful,” and even a difingenuous method. There 
fore, #3 Celſus Had -exhibited his charge without « any Er- 
ception, Otigen iſt avails himſelf” 4 t this circum 
by flatly bai it. To ſupport his 1 negative, he ptoduces | 
particular inſtances of the 'contrary of what the Heathen 
writer had aſſerted ; 4 43 12 theſe had been ſufficient t to Git 
prove the chatte as to alk. Nay, be not only | 
no ſcruple about reaſoning from a parti, 
fal; but when he introduces Es it is in fach a 
manner as if he wilhed it to appear that they were the 
only believers of Jewiſh extract; although he afterwards 
acknowledges the contrary, Celſus having perſonated a 
Jew, one would think that Hrigen had reckoned it the bob 
way of 'atiſwering him, is fpeak in the perſon of an Ebio- 
nite. For no one who Send the obligation of the Malaic 
law, ating honeſtly, would have replied as he has done. 8 
He muſt have been conſcious that there was no force in 
his reaſoning from the ideal entertained by Peter, before he 
was better informed. For he afterwards acknowledges 
that the Spirit of truth Ted bin into all truth. He could not 
but know that his argument from the condu## of the ſame 
| Apoſtle at Antioch (Gal. ii. 11.—14,) was equally falla- 
cious ; becauſe this proceeded not from conviction as to 
duty, but from human infirmity, and is ſtigmatized, by 
the Spirit of inſpiration, as hypocritical. Thus, be is not 
only chargeable with Tophiltry, in reaſoning from the con- 
duct of e 
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from the compliances of Paul proves too little. For they 


were only occaſional, and proceeded, merely from conlide. 
rations of expediency, .becauſe of the weakneſs of others, 


Origen knew well enough that, in theſe, he could not be 


viewed as on the ſame foot with Ebionites, who confidered 
the law as obligatory, not on Jews only, but on Gentiles, 
Nor could he be ignorant, that Paul's addreſs to the Ga- 


latians, as to what the law ſaith, is merely an example of 


the argumentum ad hominem ; nay, that the very deſign of 


it is to ſhew that the law was no longer binding as to the 


letter. Any Jew would have held up Origen to derifion, 
had he heard him ſay that Paul, he man that, as his kin. 
men were perſuaded, taught all men every where againſt the 


lato, had not deſerted it. Nor was there an 8 who 


would not have joined in the ridicule. , 
Another part of his reply is founded on the i 1gnorance of 
Celſus with reſpe& to the ſubject. Here, indeed, he diſco- 
vers the duplicity of his conduct in the preceding part, by 
acknowledging that there were three kinds of beheving 
Hebrews ; ſome who renounced the letter of the law, un- 


der the pretext of interpretation; ſome who retained the 


letter with the interpretations ; and others again who fim- 
ply adhered to the letter. The firſt reckoned themſelves 
relieved from the letter, becauſe they had obtained the ſub- 
Nance. The ſecond obſerved the law; but did not, as 
would ſeem, preſs it on others, knowing that the ſpiri- 
tual intention was the great matter. The laſt conſidered 
it as obligatory on all, as even neceſſary to ſalvation. Theſe 
only were the Ebionites. 

Having made theſe diſtinQions, he accuſes Celſus for not 
clearly diſtinguiſting” in the ſame manner. But it is evi- 
dent that Origen, in the preceding part of his reaſoning, 
is chargeable with the ſame fault, In Celſus it ſeems to 


— 


— 
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have been involuntary : in him it was wilful, In the for- 
mer, it moſt probably proceeded from want of informa- 
tion: in the other, undoubtedly from diſingenuity. Celſus 
made his Jew ſpeak, as every other Jew would have ſpo- 
ken, of forſaking the Jetter of the law, Origen denies 
the charge; becauſe, while Ts, ſome ſtill adhered to the 
letter, others retained the ſpirit of it. In the latter reſpect, 
with ęqual propriety might it have been ſaid that all the 
Gentile believers adhered to the law of Moſes. Such a re- 
ply as this would have appeared ridiculous to Celſus, as 
well as to his Jew. He would have readily rejoined; © 1 
„know not what you mean by the ſpirit of the law. But 
J aſk you, Do all the believing Jews circumciſe, and ob- 
«+ ſerve the other ceremonies obſerved by! thoſe who do not 
« believe?” The whole reply is unlike à man of candour, 
and unlike a man of Origen's abilities. Undoubtedly, it 
would have been a far better reply, to have ſaid, that al- 
though ſome, poor in underſtanding, yet obſerved the law, 
the reſt did not : and that in being perſuaded to renounce 
it, they were by no means deceived, but enlightened ; be- 
cauſe thoſe could have no need of mere ſhadows, who had 
the ſubſtance. | 

Thus it appears that this paſſage, viewed in its con- 
nexion, inſtead of being favourable to our author, ſtrikes 
directly againſt him; clearly ſhewing that thoſe conyerts 
from Judaiſm, who ſtrictly adhered to the law, were only 
one claſs, and that there were two others beſides. No. 
thing can be inferred from Origen as to the proportion be- 
longing to each of theſe claſſes; as he uſes the ſame term 
ref with reſpect to all: -ſo that, in this inſtance, the Doc- 
tor will not plead, as he elſewhere does from the words of 
Juſtin Martyr, that the laſt mentioned Tis were the wAuroy 
the greateſt part. 

Ate e eee 
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not Joſe his, crigmaph over Celſus becauſe of his 1 ignorance, | 
unveils the truth, although with evident reſerve. © He,“ vis, 
Celſus, « had it in his power, 9 does he ſay, «to ha ve a. 


0 firmed with more appearance of truth,” &c. This 1 * 2 


ſufficient acknowledgment; and more than any man who 
could deſcend to, ſuch reaſoning, and yet retained à dye 
regard to his awn, charger, would have made. That: 
he confiere it as an undoubfed that there were 
certain believing Hebrews who had renounged the legal 


rites, is ſq plain from his lang ere that it would require 


fully as much ſaphiſtry: as that o Origen himſelf on this 
But after all this reaſoping againſt the allegatign of Cel. 
ſas, Otigen proceeds to the proof which that writer had 
produced. For Celſus, in ſupport of his charge, had re- 
ferred to a fact yell known, nay freſh in the memory of 
every one, when he wrote, His Jew addreſſes his ooun · 
e in this manner; * Yeſterday , and the day before,” 


occaſion, to diſprove it. 


that is, very lately, « when we ſuffered puniſhment from 


« this perſen who drave us away like cattle, ye apeſtatized. 
ce from the law of your fathers.” Celſus conſidered this 
fact as ſo well known, that he did not think it neceſſary to 
mention the name of him who treated them in this man- 
ner. Perhaps he 1 * account it improper, as well as 
unneceſſary; a" he ſhould ſeem to reflect on the conduct 


of the Emperor. For it cannot be doubted that he refers 
to Adrian, Now, according to Origen's own teſtimony, 
| Celſus © lived in the time of Adrian, and afterwards v. 


Although Origen ſays nothing as to the nymbers of the 
different claſſes of helieving Hebrews ; we have much mare 
ground, than our learned author bas for many of bis con. 


jectures, to ſuppoſe that the number of thoſe who, in con- 


ſequence of the edict of Adrian, renounced the law, ex- 
ceeded 


reren g, ar 1 nat na ro. Cont. Cell. lib. i. p. 8. 
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ceeded that of ſuch as ſtill. in any ſenſe adhered to j be- 
cauſe Celſus does not ſeem to have known any 9 ing of of 
the latter. 

The very ſame lan uage has been uſe both by Chriſtians 
and heathens an this ſubje&. For as Celſus reprelents 
Jews as driven away like heafts. = Jerom informs vs Wy 
after the war © of Adrian, a an incredi ible nutnher of « every 
40 age and ſex were ſold like horſe, and Ae 1 
e the face of the earth 3 10 Then,” | ſaith Celſus, « 

15 apoſſatized from the law of your fathers. It i is abfolutely 
inconceivable, that Celſus ſhould have openly aſſerted this, 
if falſe. Such a calumny would ſcarcely have occurred to 
him. Although he had wiſhed to forge a lie, he would 
not have ventured to give it ſo recent a date, to fix on 
a cireumſtance of ſo public a nature as what it reſpeds. 
For it: muſt have been 1 in the power of every reader, whe- 
ther Jew or Chriſtian, to have contradicted him. How 


much ſoeyer he was miſinformed as to many of the chax- | 


ges exbibited again Chriſtianity ; he could not be miſta- 
ken as to this. 

Although we could faplpaſe that Celſus had been miſta- 
ken, or had wilfully aſſerted a falſehood, would not Origen 
na ve denied it? But inſtead of doing ſo, he makes ſuch a 
reply as muſt convince every thinking perſon, 5 4 be 
could not refuſe the charge. He barely adds ;— « while, 
« as we have hen, he knows nothing exa&?ly of the things 

« of which he ſpeaks.” Here we have another diſplay of 


the art employed by this F ather. He reſers to the ſophi- 


tical reply he had made to the general charge without 
ſubjoining another word concerning t the proof particularly 
ſpecified by Celſus. Conſidering what we have already 
ſeen, can we deſire a better proof of the truth of what Cel- 
ſus had aſſerted; eſpecially when it is viewed.in connection 
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Rack N previous acknowledgment, 8 ** belie- | 
ving Hebrews had renounced the letter of the law, under 
the pretext of interpretations? | | 
In the ſame chapter, the learned gentleman quotes a bal 


| {age from Origen, his inference from which is a ſtriking 


proof of that inattention, at leaſt, which characterizes this 
work. Origen,” he affirms, dis ſo far from ſaying that 
any Jews abandoned circumciſion, and the rites of their 
« religion, that he ſays ſome of the Gentile Chriſtians con- 
formed to them.” He founds this aſſertion on the fol- 
lowing paſſage : © Becauſe not only the carnal Jews are to 
be confuted by us, with reſpect to the circumciſion of the 
« fleſh, but ſome of thoſe who ſeem to have received the 
name of Chriſt, and nevertheleſs think that the carnal 
« circumciſion muſt be received; as the Ebionites, and any 
« others, if there be ſuch, who err from a like poverty of 
« underſtanding *.” Surely, the Doctor has miftaken his 
quotation. For nothing like what is aſſerted by him is to 
be found here. There is not one word concerning Gentile 


_ Chriſtians. Origen ſpeaks of Jews only. Theſe he divides . 


into two claſſes. There are firſt thoſe who rejected Chri- 
ſtianity entirely; therefore called carnal Jews : and, in the 
ſecond place, thoſe who deſerved to be reckoned Chriſtians 


only in appearance ; as the Ebionites, who « thought that 


« the carnal circumciſion was to be received. They, in- 
deed, imagined that converts from Gentiliſm ought to re- 
ceive it; and this may be implied in the language of Ori- 
gen. But neither their thinking ſo, nor Origen's declaring 
that this was their opinion, can prove that the Gentiles real- 
ly did receive circumciſion. | 
Did 
„ Quiz non folum carnales Judi de circumeilite carnis revinceodi 
funt nobis, ſed nonnulli ex iis, qui Chriſti nomen videntur ſuſcepiſſe, et 


tamen carnalem meiſionem recipiendam putant: ut Ebionitz, et fi 
pin in ſenſus aberrant, In Gen. Hom. 3. Op. vol, 1. 


yall ad le. 6s 
| Did we reaſon in the lame manner with Dr P. this very 
paſſage might be urged 2s containing à ſtrong preſumption 
of that difference among Jews, aſſuming the Chriftian name, 
which is elſewhere acknowledged by Origen. ' For when 
he ſpeaks of thoſe who have received the name of Chriſt,” 
it is moſt natural to think that he has Jews only in his eye; 
becauſe he oppoſes them to the Jews who did not believe. 
And when he mentions ſome of theſe only as preſſing cir- 
cumciſion, ee 
who did not. 

As our learned author Fe Ape ej Ut 
for © a full contradiction to all that Moſheim has advanced 
concerning this orthodox Jewyh church,” he is extremely 
tender of his character, and returns to the taſk of vindica- 
ting him again and again. « I cannot help,” he ſays, ta- 
king ſome farther notice of what Moſheim ſays with re- 
« ſpe& to this charge of a wilful falſehood on Origen. Je- 
rom, in his epiſtle to Pammachius (Opera, vol. 1. p. 496.) 
« ſays, that Origen adopted the Platonic doctrine of the ſub- 
« ſerviency of truth to utility, as with reſpect to decgiving 
enemies, fc. the ſame that Mr Hume, and other ſpecu- | 
lative moraliſts have done; conſidering the foundation of 
« all ſocial virtue to be the public good. But it by no 
means follows from this, that ſuch perſons will ever in- 
_ * dulge themſelves in any greater violations of truth. than 
* thoſe who hold other ſpeculative opinions concerning the 
foundation of morals , The bulk of readers, however, 
will differ from Dr P. as to the ccateguanics' (killing ith 
an opinion. In a moment of temptation, truth may be ſa- 
crificed to utility, even by thoſe who are convinced that it 
ought, at all times, how great ſoever the expence, to in- 
| fluence their practice. But inſtead of vindicating their con- 

duct in this inſtance, from the advantage expected or recei- 
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ved, they aac and bewail ge 
iniquity But if men can once lay it n 
that they may de evil that good may come, they. * — 
tempters to themſelves. So f: far i is truth fram having an 
Wet, their coplciences, that they reckon it. their dury ta 
facrifice it to intereſt. This i is not to be vie wed as metely, 
2 /pecu/aiye opinion. It wuſt neceſſarily and extenſively 
. influence the practice. It. is adopted for this very pur: 
poſe: and however much it may be . chat the 
public good is the end propoſed, thoſe who can ſpecyls te e in 
this manner, will, in the application of the e take 
care not to neglect their own. Such ſpeculative opinions, 
indeed, are generally adopted as an apology for practical 
errors; or at leaſt, as a ſort of ſalvo to conſcience for ar an 
habitual tendency to the commiſſion of them. 

According to' our anthor, 6 Jerom , does not ſay that 
ne Origen reduced his theory to practice. But without 
going farther, it is evident from the preceding extract that 
he concealed the truth, nay, that he miſrepreſented fads. | 
Independent of direct evidence, it is at leaſt as probable 
that he who held this doctrine would reduce it to practice, 
as that Juſtin Martyr, who has never been ſuſpected of 
holding any ſuch principle, ſhould be guilty of ſomething 
of the ſame nature. For Dr P., when ſpeaking of the at- 
tempts of ſome of the Fathers to recommend Chriſtianity 
to heathens, ſays that with this view Juſtio, as far as ap- 
pears, invented the doQrine of Chriſt being the Logos of 
of God. But if he invented it with this view, and decla- 

red it to others; undoubtedly, he both wilfully framed and 
publiſhed a falſeboed, or in other words, made truth ſub- 
ſervient to ſuppoſed utility. ; 

But the learned gentleman does not merely apprehend, 
that the principle eſpouſed by Origen has no neceſſary in- 
fluence on —_ z but, after PO Juſtin Martyr with 
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a practice which muſt appear i highly criminal to all whe 
believe the eternal obligation of Truth, he attęmpts in { 
far to vindicate him. His words arg 3 With the. ſame. 
« view (not ſo, much to be condemned if we conſider its 
« circupſtances, and the mere morality af the thing) Ius 
« ſtin Martyr, as far as appears, invented the doctrinę of 
« Chriſt being the Logos of God *.” We are at a. loſs. to 
know whether theſe words, © not /o much to he condegan- 
« ed,” are to be underſtood as merely referring to what 
follows, or ag denoting a compariſon with what bas been 
previouſly mentioned, that of the Chriſtians, pointing out 
ſome reſemblance between, their religion and the groſſeſt 
polytheiſm. The gircumſtances which are tg be confdered, 
ſeem to be thoſe of Philo having repreſented the Logos 
« as the medium of all divine communications to the pa- 
* triarchs;” and Juſtin's “ extending this principle as 8 
„ complimept to the philoſophy of the Greeks,” in order 
to gain them to Chriſtianity, But did he not thus prag 
tically ſacrifice truth to utility ? 

But whatever alleviations the Doctor may find i m the 
ſuppoſed conduct of Juſtin Martyr, on account of the circam- 
ſtances mentioned; ſurely, he muſt till condemn the action 
as immoral. For one would naturally think, that this is, 
what we ought principally to confider. But Dr P.'s lan- 
guage certainly implies, that it does not appear to him in 
this light. For the Martyr is not greatly to be condemned 
for inventing a doctrine believed by our modern hiſtorian 
to be falſe. But if his crime can admit of apology in this 
reſpect, how can he be condemned for © pointing out ſome. 
* reſemblance between Chriſtianity and the groſſeſt poly- 
© theiſm?” According to the Doctor's ſyſtem, was not the 
doctrine of Juſtin, in making the Son a diſtinct perſon, real 
polytheiſm ? Did he not therefore do worſe than * point 
* out ſome reſemblagce ;” 1 m 
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Manity to heatheniſm ? Was he not the inventor of poly- 

. theiſm, and the father of that Chri/t:an idolatry which af. 

| terwards, according to our author, defiled the church of 

God? When ſhall we condemn a thing with reſpect to the 

mere morality of it, if this may be excuſed ? If Juſtin was 

really chargeable with ſuch conduct, and perſiſted in it, he 
muſt have died as the Martyr of his own villany. 

But the generality of readers will be apt to conclude that 

a our author's morality, as he ſays of Juſtin, "as far as ap- 
pears, has no better foundation than the reſt of his religious 
ſyſtem; and will examine, with a jealous eye, the work of 
an hiſtorian who believes that this ſpecies of invention may 
admit of an apology: This ſpecimen tends to infuſe a ſu- 
ſpicion, that tbe mere morality of the thing will be no ſuf- 
ficient ſafeguard againſt ſuch a repreſentation of facts as 
may be accounted moſt ſubſervient to public utility. For if 
one writer may be excuſ ble, although he invent a doctrine, 
and endeavour to palm it on the world as the doctrine of 
inſpiration: ſurely the conduct of another, who uſes the 
ſame freedom with writings merely human, will not appear 
more moral, and is, at leaſt, leſs daring. 

Dr P. proceeds to conſider the proof of what is aſſerted 
by Moſheim. All the appearance of authority,” he ſays, 
that I can find in any ancient writer, of the Jewiſh Chri- 
« ſtians deſerting the law of their anceſtors, is in Sulpici- 
, Severus, to whom I am referred by Moſheim in his 
« hiſtory *.“ If Dr P. can continue to aſſert this, after 
carefully conſidering what is aſſerted by Celſus, and con- 
ceded by Origen, to many his conduct will appear as ſtrange 

| as that of Origen himſelf. But, in the mean time, ſome 
may think that, even while the learned Gentleman handles 
Moſheim ſo ſeverely for his treatment of that ancient wri- 
ter, he does not himſelf do juſtice to Severus in the ſenſe 
which he puts upon his teſtimony. According to Dr P., 
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„ whht he ſays on the ſabjeft is only. what follows : Af 


© this time Adrian, thinking that he ſhould deſtroy Chri · 
«© ſtianity by deſfraying the place, erected the images of de- 
© mons in the church, and in the place of our Lord's ſuffer. 


© ings; and becauſe the Chriſtians were thought to conſiſt | 


« chiefly of Jews (for then the church at Jeruſalem had all its 
« clergy of the circumciſion) ordered a. cohort of ſoldiers to 
keep conſtant guard, and drive all Jews from any ac» 
© ceſs to Jeruſalem z; which was of ſervice to the Chriſtian 
« faith. For at that time they almoſt all believed Chriſt to 
be God, but with the obſervance of the law; the Lord ſo 
« diſpoſing it, that the ſervitude of the law ſhould be re- 


moved from the liberty of the faith, and of the church. 


Then was Mark the firſt biſhop of the Gentiles at Jeru- 
© falem .“ 

Loci injuria does not fignify the deftradlion, but the de- 
filement of the place. Dr P. from his tranſlation of the 
word templo, ſeems diſpoſed to deprive Jeruſalem entirety 
of a place of worſhip. He will not even leave a church to 
Gentile believers. This is making thorough work of it. 


The hiſtorian certainly means that Adrian defiled the holy 
place where the temple formerly ſtood. Our author has 


alſo given ſuch a turn to theſe words, pane omnes Cbriſtum 


Deum, ſub legis obſervatione credebant, that they would 


ſeem 


* Qua tempe ſtate Adrianus, exiſtimans ſe Chriſtianam fidem loci injuria 
perempturum, et in Templo ac loco Dominici paſſionis demonum fimu- 
lacra conſtituit. Et quia Chriſtiani ex Judeis potiſimum putabantur 


(namque tum Hieroſolyme non nifi ex circumcifione habebat Eccleſia - 


lacerdotem) militum cohortem cuſtodias in perpetuum agitare juſlit, quie 
Judacos omnes Hieroſolymae aditu arceret. Quod quidem Chriſtiane 
fidei proficiebat: quia tum pæne omnes Chriſtum Deum ſub legis obſer - 


vatione eredebant. Nimirum id Domino ordinante diſpolitum, ut legis 


ſervitus a libertate fidei atque Ecclefiz tolleretur. Ita tum primum Mat- 


eus ex gentibus, apud Hieroſolymam epiſcopus fuit. Hiſt. lib 2. c. at. 
5 245, 
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nothing more than that he was the firſt who was choſen 
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feem to. denbte "OY almoſt all the Jews n in Jeriſalera o were | 
beffebets. The tranflatton is ſo managed as to repreſent 
this as the thing principally aſſerted. The evident deſign 
6f this, is to make it appear that Severus ſpeaks of fem 
and Chriſtians thaiſcriminately, and that it is che Jews, men- 
tioned in the cloſe of the preceding ſentence, as driven from 


fieruſalem, who ite Here deſcribed as 4 all believing in 
Chriſt. It is fo framed as to obſcure the principal aſſertion 

ox the hiſtorian, which plainly is, that almoſt all the be- 

He vers in that city fl affhered to the law. In order to ac- 


cortiptiſh this, the Doctor, by the help of a but, introduces 
tie Principal aſſfertion 4s If it were a mere exception. 1 
is evident that pane omnes does not refer to Judæos, in the 
clofe; but to CB! Miani, in the beginning 'of the preceding 
ſentence. 

That the leading deſign of Severus is to aden that al- 
moſt all the Chriſtians retained the law, is evident from the 
connexioh, both with the preceding, and with the following 
words. For, having declared that Adrian's edi& was of 
« advantage to the "Chriſtian faith,” he ſhows firſt how it 


could be ſo. This was by reaſon of the attachment of the 


greateſt part of the Chriſtians in Jeruſalem to the law. 


Then he proves that it actually was advantageous. This 
event was undoubtedly ſo diſpoſed by the Lord's ordina- 
tion, that the bondage of the law might be removed from 


the liberty of the faith, and of the church.“ 


He adds, us an illuſtration of what he had aſferted, . Then 


as Mark the firſt Gentile biſtiop at Jeruſalem.” Theſe 


words indeed, are ſo rendered by Dr P. as to favour his 


own hypotheſis. One, who had only the benefit of his 


tranſſation, would naturally ſuppoſe that Severus had meant 
to fay, that Mark was the firſt biſhop who preſided over the 
Gentiles as his charge. But his language certainly implies 


So | | from 
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from among the Gentiles, as oppbfed to the preceding aller. 
tion; “ For then the church at Jetuſalett frat 1 miniſter, 
« hut of the circtinicifien,” T 

As this is evidently the SHablpd) Gg let by Se. 
verus, it is ſtrange char Dr P. ſhould affirm that, “ Accord 
« ing to this arcount,—nöthing is faid of any of them (the 
« believing Jews) forfaking the law of Moſes .“ If no- 
mung be ſaid'to this purpöſe, nothing is faid fr all. Thigh 
the ancient writer is more Particular here than in the' moſt 
of his hiſtbry, all his langhage is without à meaning. Does 
he affert that ürian's 'edit was ef advantage 'tb the 
« Chriftian faith,” and ſo ſolemnly" introduce the Gfpoli- 
tion and ordination ö God, with reſpect to the removal of 
« the ſervitude of the law ;” and yet © fay nothing of 'atiy 
« of them forſaking this Law?“ If, on this occafioh; none of 
the Hebrew believers renounced the law, let dur kmathor 
ſhew how the ſevetity of Adrian was beneficial to the cauſe 
of Chriſtianity. Was it of any ſervice whatſoever, ttiat all 
the believing Jews were baniſhed from Jerufalem, and that. 
they went to ſome other place, where they as rigoroufly 
| obſerved the law as before? For, excepting the fuppoſed 
ſanctity of Jeruſalem, and of the ground on which che tem- 

ple formerly ſtood, they had the ſame opportunity any 
where elſe; becauſe, the temple itſelf being deſtroyed long 
before Adrian, they could have no facrifical worſhip. Theit 
baniſhment from Jeruſalem would rather be hurtful, becauſe 
it would perplex the Gentile believers in thoſe countries 
whither they fled, and ſow diviſions among them. 

If, therefore, the language of Sulpicius has any meaning, 
it fignifies that many, formerly attached to the law, confi- 
dering the providence of God as puniſhirig them, in conſe- 
quence of the frequent rebellions of the Jews, becauſe of 
their conformity to them, 'renounced the legal yoke ; and 
did that trom neceſlity, which they could not be brought 

| to 
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to do 6 If this was not the caſe, the whole of 
the haſtorian's account is a romance. How, otherwiſe, was 
the bondage of the .law removed from the liberty of the 
faith? Did this conſiſt in its being removed from Jeruſa- 
lem, and carried to Pella, or any other place? But it was 
not only removed from the liberty of the faith, but a liber 
tate ecclere, from the liberty of the church alſo. What 
church was this? Undoubtedly, though the Chriſtian church 
in general may be meant, that part of it is principally re- 
ſpeed, which had been under this bondage, Could Se- 
verus mean, that the bondage of the law was removed 
from the church, in the Hebrew church, together with this 
bondage, being entirely removed from Jerulalem ; in her 
members being ſold, in common with the rebellious and 
unbelieving Jews, for bondmen and bondwomen ? 

The words immediately following ſhew in what ſenſe 
Severus meant that this expulſion of the Jews was of ſer- 
vice to the Chriſtian faith. The church, which had been 
under the bondage of · the law, being in this way delivered 
from it, choſe a Gentile to be their biſhop. Ita tum, Thus, 
or, in conſequence of what has been narrated, at that tim: 
Mark, Sc. Had he meant that all the Hebrew Chriſtians 
were expelled, and that a new church was formed, con- 
fiſting wholly of Gentiles, he certainly would bave ex- 
preſſed himſelf very differently. He would not have men- 
tioned the firſt Geatile * but the firſt , church 
at Jeruſalem, 

The account here given by Severus perfectly agrees with 
that of Celſus, when he introduces his unbelieving Jew as 
exhibiting this charge againſt his countrymen who believed 
in Chriſt ; © When we recently ſuffered puniſhment from 
that perſon who drave us away like cattle, ye apoſtatized 
« from the law of your fathers *.” Here he evidently 
diſtin, uiſhes the believing Hebrews from himſelf and his 
unbeheving 


See above, p. 163. 
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Chap. VI. Jeruſalem after Adrian. 
unbelieving brethren ; aſſerting that the former, in order 
to avoid the ſufferings which the latter ſuſtained, became 
apoſtates from the law. It has been ſeen that Origen was 
ſo fully convinced of the truth of the aſſertion, that he 
durſt not deny it; and that he grants that there were To, 
ſome who had renounced the law entirely, uſing no other 
term to denote thoſe who ſtill adhered to it e. 

We may juſtly infer from the language of Severus, that, 
in his idea, even before the edi& of Adrian, there were 
ſome Hebrew believers who did not acknowledge the ob- 
ligation of the law. 

The Doctor further ſays of da This writer's 
mere aſſertion, that the Jewiſh Chriſtians held Chriſt to 
© be God, in the proper ſenſe of the word, unſupported by 
« any reaſon for it, is not to be regarded 4.” It is amu- 
ſing, indeed, that, after giving no quarter to Moſheim 
for his preſumption in contradicting the teſtimony of Ori- 
gen, the learned Gentleman, before he gets to the cloſe of 
the chapter, ſhould obſerve the very ſame courſe with 
a writer whoſe character is fully as unexceptionable. There 
are ſome, who flatter themſelves that they have a right to 
uſe certain liberties, not only with human, but with divine 
teſtimony, that they will by no means allow to others. But 
this contemptuous method of treating the teſtimony of an 
author of undoubted credit, however it may paſs with the 
zealots of a party, muſt neceſſarily, in the eſtimation of 
any unprejudiced mind, injure the cauſe it is meant to ſup- 
port. The aſſertion is * unſupported by any reaſons for 
„it.“ Why does Dr P. make this demand on Severus? 
Is :t becauſe Origen has given reaſons for what he aſſerts, 
as to the Hebrew Chriſtians not forſaking the law of their 
fathers? Would reaſons, equally weighty with his, have 
carried conviction to our author's mind? Would he have 
Vor. II. M ; had 
See above p . 167, 1686. + Vol. iii. p. 200. 
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had Severus prove that al the Hebrew Chriſtians believed 
Chriſt to be God, becauſe they did ſo before-they were bet- 
ter inſtructed, or ſtumbled upon this doctrine in a moment 
of temptation, or becauſe a conſiderable part of them did 
not believe it, and of thoſe who did, ſome underſtood it 
literally, and others allegorically? Such reaſons, indeed, 
would have been equivalent to thoſe of Origen. But had 


the ingenuous Roman thought it neceſſary to nn 
at all, they would have been of a different Kind. 


- But he had no occaſion to aſſign any reaſons for this a- 
ſertion. This would have weakened his teſtimony. He 
evidently: mentions the circumſtance referred to 4s well- 
known and unqueſtionable. Dr P. is very willing to adopt 
the teſtimony of far later writers, ſuch as Theophylact and 
Caſſian, with reſpe& to facts as early, when it ferves his 
own ends. Where he has no aſſertion, no direct evidence 
whatſoever, he lays the greateſt ſtreſs on mere probabflities. 
He can argue from negative proofs, from the very. filence 
of writers. What objection, then, has he to the teſtimony 
of Sulpicius? Is it not ſufficiently- expreſs? It is too ex- 
preſs; for it flatly contradicts his favourite ſyſtem. But it 
has a recommendation, of which the learned Gentleman 
would have known how to have availed himſelf, had this 
teſtimony been on the other fide of the queſtion. It is not, 
as he wiſhes to make it appear, the principal aſſertion of 
the paſſage, or even of the ſentence. It is merely-an in- 
cidental expreſſion, uſed by the writer, without any imme- 
diate de/ign to prove what it reſpects, but while he is treat 
ing of another ſubject. He expreſſes himſelf in this man- 
ner, becauſe the fact was univerſally known and indiſputable. 
In the uſe of this language, he does not contraſt thoſe of 
whom he ſpeaks with Ebionites or any kind of heretics, but 


the members of the church at Jeruſalem with unbelieving 


To It was ſo well known that they believed Chriſt to 
Vol. iii. p. 165, 166. 3 3 
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be God, that be uſes this expreſſion as equivalent to tha of | 
Chriftiani, in the preceding ſentence. — ', 


The account. given by Severus is perfectly agreeable to 
that of Euſebius, concerning the firſt fifteen biſhops of Je- 
ruſalem, who, he ſays © all lawfully held the doctrine of 
« Chriſt” We have formerly conſidered this teſtimony. 
But there is one thing further worthy of particular atten« 
tion. Euſebius does not uſe the word ain, faith, which 
might have been urged as admitting of a more, general 
ſenſe, but wow, Enowledge or doctrine. The force of ym- 
ow is alſo peculiar. It denotes a /awful origin, as oppoſed 
to what is ſpurious +.” Now, Dr P. knows perfectly what 
Euſebius reckoned. © the doctrine of Chriſt.” I therefore 
alk, if Euſebius, who ſpeaks ſo ſeverely of the Ebio- 
nites, notwithſtanding believed that theſe biſhops were 
ſuch ; was he not a falſe witneſs, ewitity ere 
to be cited as an authority in any. inſtance? | 
Even ſo early as the reign of Adrian, in whoſe ms Cel 
- ſus the Epicurean philoſopher lived, it was generally known TS > 
both to Jews. and Heathens, that Jeſus claimed divinity, = | 
and that the juſtneſs of his claim was acknowledged by his ? 
followers. This is evident from the language of Celſus 
himſelf, who ſays that Jeſus was owned by Chriſtians to be 
the Son of God f. In what ſenſe he aſſerted this is clear 
from the language which he puts into the mouth of his Jew, 
that Jeſus © elated with his great powers, declared hamſelf 
« to be God ||;" that © the Chaldeans,” by whom he means | 
the wiſe. men from the Eaſt, © declared that, being drawn 7% 
* by Jeſus to his nativity, they cams de worlkip kim; yer \ | 
M 2 | +3 "I 
. cnn 1 Hiſt. lib. 4. 
e. 5. p. 143. 
+ Tmows, germane, legitime, non adulterine. ads - 
{ Orig: con. Cell. L 1. p. 21. jj Ibid. p. 23. | 
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4 an infant, as God . The Jew forms an objection from 


the flight of Jeſus into Egypt, ſaying, © What occaſion 
&* was there for thy being carried, white yet an infant, into 
« Egypt, leſt thou ſhouldſt be butchered ? For it was not 
„like God to be afraid of death +.” How can we rec- 
Kon him God,” ſays he, who, not to mention other 
“things, performed none of his promiſes, and was at length 
« condemned by us, and being ſought for puniſhment, ſkulk - 
« ing and flying, was baſely taken, being; betrayed by 
« thoſe whom he called his diſciples ? But it did not be- 
* come one who was God, either to fly, or to be taken cap» 
« tive. And far leſs did it become him who was account- 
« ed the Saviour, and the Son of God moſt high, and his 
© meſſenger, to be betrayed and delivered up by his. fami- 
« lar friends, and confidents and diſciples . 

The doctrine of Chriſt being the Logos of God was then 
generally known. For Origen ſays; © He afterwards ac- 


-« cuſes the Chriſtians as reaſoning ſophiſtically, in ſaying 


that the Son ſh God is his Word; and he accounts it a 
« great crime, that having declared the Word to be the Son 
© of God, we do not deſcribe this Word as pure and holy, 
but as a man diſgraced, ſubjected to ſuffering, and cru- 
« cified ||.” And again; © But he objects to us, I know not - 
* bow often, that we believe Jeſus, though poſſeſſed of a 
„mortal body, to be God, and that we ſeem to be ſerious 
„in this F.“ 

But why ſhould I multiply extracts? Almoſt all the ob- 


jections, produced from Celſus, in the ſecond, third, and 


firſt part of the fourth books of Origen's work. againſt him, 
proceed on this principle, and ſeverally contain a particular 
mention, of this doctrine, as the fundamental objection to 


_ Chriſtianity. The Jew, whom Celſus perſonates, addreſſes 


himſelf, not immediately to believing Gentiles, but to his 

* 3 x 0 
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ſpeaks, as if the name of Ebionites had been common to all 
the Jews believing in Chriſt, becauſe he wiſhed to make it 
appear that they had not forſaken the law, and knew that 
if he mentioned any beſides them, he could not eſtabliſh 
this point. Yet in the whole courſe of his reaſoning, he 
does not once deny the truth of what is aſſerted by the 
Jew, that his countrymen worſhipped him as God, whom 
others had crucified. Had he known that none of the Jews, 
who believed in Chriſt, acknowledged him. to be God; 
ſuch was his eagerneſs to diſplay the ignorance of Celſus, 
that he would not have overlooked ſuch a noble opportu- 
nity of triumphing over him. But inſtead of refaſing the 
charge ſo frequently repeated, he acknowledges concerning 
Chriſtians, without any diſtingtion, that's Chriſt is adored 
« by them. 0 

It is granted that Celſus is chargeable with many mi- 
lakes in his accuſations, and gives a falſe repreſentation of 
many circumſtances concerning the life of our Saviour. But 
had he not, ſo early as the time of Celſus, been generally - 
owned by Chriſtians to be God, the Heathen philoſophey 
would not have ventured to impeach Chriſtianity on this 
head ; becauſe every reader, Jewiſh, Heathen or Chriſtian, 
mult have known that it was a falſehood. He might wilful- 
ly miſrepreſent things that had happened 2 century before, 
But in this inſtance he made an appeal to mankind, with re- 
ſpe& to what was preſent, and with reſpect to a circumſtance 
of ſuch a nature, that the truth or falſehood of his aſſertion 
could not remain unknown. From the extracts given by 
Origen, it appears indeed, that Celſus, through the whole 
of his work, repreſents it as a matter of public notoriety, - 
that the doctrine of the divinity of EE OR IO 
Chriſtians from the beginning. 

Now, Celfus lived during the reign of Adrian ; and it 

M 3 | | 1 
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prince. For he ſpeaks of his ſeverity againſt the Jews us 
very recent, and does not particularly mention the name 
of Adrian, to which he could have had no objection, had 
he been dead. The term rere th perſon, by which he 
refers to him, ſeems moſt properly to apply to one ſtill a- 
live. At any rate, he was cotemporary with Juſtin Mar- 
tyr: and the manner in which the former ſpeaks of the 
doctrine of our Saviour's divinity, is ſuch as totally to over- 
throw the hypotheſis of Dr P. as to its being invented by 
the latter. To any one who will take the trouble of look. - 
ing into the objections of Celſus, this idea muſt appear ri- 
diculous in the extreme ; and no other confutation will ſeem 
neceſſary. 


SECTION IH. 


Further confiderations concerning the Edit of Adrian. 07 | 
| the return of the Chriſtians from Pella; and of Aquila“ 
refidence at Jeruſalem. Objeftions to the exiſtence * Or- 


f  thodox Hebrews conſidered. 


JR PRIESTLEY Jo His letters to Dr Horſley, part iii. to- 
which I do not know that there has been any reply, 
ſeems to flatter himſelf that he has fully anſwered all that his 
learned opponent had advanced. He takes his leave of the 
ſubject, by erecting a trophy to his own honour; Thus 
« again,” he ſays, © ends this church of orthodox Jewiſh. 
«* Chriſtians at Jeruſalem, planted by Moſheim, and de- 
* ſtrayed by the too copiaus watering of the Archdeacon 

„of St Albans “.“ 
But before the public can decree a triumph to the Doctor 
for his valorous exploits Tu theſe 425 pti ſecuted Chri- 
| liens, 


* 


Chap. VI. e c 
ſtians, it may be necefſary more particularly o-idveſtigns | 
the grounds on which it is claimed. 10+ 1689 > 

"Our rnd uno cur takes or graned riders 
proved, the following things: i A'S ft 

1. That Adrizw's e432 reſpetl the Hebrew Obriftns 
much as the unbelie vers of that nation. a 

II. That the return of the W blem — = 
before the time of Adrian. V 

III. That it is erer var de-at; 
ſalem after this edict. 

I. With ed b e- be of theſe; e 
circumſtances which would make an accurate hiſtorian cau- 
tious of aſſerting, that Adrian's edict . n | 

as well as the infidel Jews from Jeruſalem. | 
From Dr P.'s tranſlation of the lingoags of Sulpicius; 
it might ſeem that this was the light in which it was view 
ed by that writer: ** Adrian, —becauſe the Chriſtians wire 
« ebought to conſiſt Thiefly' of Fews,—ordered a ' cohort" bf 
<« ſoldiers to keep conſtant guard, and drive all Jews from 
« any acceſs to Jeruſalem.” But the learned-Gendefaan 
ſeems to have miſtaken the meaning of that expreſſions 
Chriftiani ex Fudeis potiffimum putubuntur. It does not 
bear the ſeuſe which he puts upon ĩt; but fimply ſignifies} 
that they © were thought chiefly to derive their origin from 
them. This muſt be acknowledged as its true meaning, if 
we allow Severus to be his own expoſitor. In the chaptet 
immediately preceding, he uſes the ſame language and ex- 
plains the ſenſe in which he uſes it. After ſaying that 
Titus deliberated, whether he would deitroy the tem- 
ple of Jeruſalem, and that ſome adviſed him to ſpare it, 
he adds; © But others, and Titus himſelf, thought that the 
temple ſhould by all means be deſtroyed, that the religion 
+ of the Jews and Chriſtians might be more completely 
© aboliſhed, For they thought that theſe religions, though 


M z ; « contrary 
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4 cenitrery'to.eath other, proceeded from the ſame authors : | 
« that the Chriſtians derived their origin from the Jews; 


| * and that if the root was removed, the ſtock would ſoon 


« periſh ®,” That, in the next chapter, by laci injuria, he 


does not mean the deſiruftion of the place, is evident from 


what he adds here: © And TT ASIAN 


& the temple +.” 


Whether Severus was Fug or not in fimpoling that A. | 


drian meant to deſtroy Chriſtianity, it is clear that he a- 


ſigns to him a very different line of conduct with reſpect to 
this, from what he is ſaid to have obſerved in attempting 
the deſtruction of Judaiſm. Severus firſt ſpeaks of the at- 
tempts of Adrian againſt Chriſtianity ; then, of the plan 
that he followed with reſpect to the Jews. He aſſerts that 
Adrian thought to deſtroy the Chciſtian faith loci injuria, 
by doing injury to places held in veneration, by ſetting up 
images in the temple, and in the place of our Lord's paſ- 
Gon. But this local injury could be of no avail, unleſs Chri- 


ſtians had ſtill a /ocality at Jeruſalem. It muſt have re- 


ſpected Hebrew Chriſtians eſpecially. Indeed, they alone 
were attached to the temple; whatever reſpe& others may 


. be; ſuppoſed to have had to Calvary. Had Adrian meant 


to exclude Chriſtian Hebrews from Jeruſalem, why defile 


the temple, or rather the place where it ſtood, to which 
they could have no acceſs? According to this account, 


however, Adrian ſeems to have been determined that all 


the Chriſhans who reſided at Jeruſalem ſhould renounce the 


Jewiſh rites; that there might be certain evidence that 
| | | a there 


At contra alii, et Titus ipſe, evertendum templum in primis cenſe- 


bant. quo plenius Judzorum et Chriſtianorum religio tolleretur. Quippe 


has religiones, licet contrarias ſibi, iiſdem tamen auctoribus profectas. 


Chriſtianos ex Judzis extitiſſe: radice ſublata, ſtirpem facile n 
Hiſt. ud. ii. e. 30. p. 244. 


4 Atque hee ultima hap everſio. Ibid. 


Chap. vi. 5 Adrian. 185, 
there was no connexion between them and the Jews. But 
the hiſtorian gives a different account of his conduct with 
reſpect to the latter. They were not ſo much as ſuffered to 
temain in the city. The reaſon which he gives for this ſe- 
verity, rn che 
emperor's conduct. : | 
Candour requires that it ſhould be acknowledged, that 
Euſebius appears to have conſidered this edict as extending 
to all of the Jewiſh race. For he makes no exception, and 
ſpeaks of all the old inhabitants of Jeruſalem as caſt out. 
But reſpectable as his authority is, he ſeems to have been 
leſs accurate in his account of the war of Adrian, than in 
moſt other inſtances, It deſerves our obſervation that he 
quotes Ariſto Pellæus as his authority for the account which 
he gives of this war, © From this time,” he ſays, by the ex- 
« preſs law of Adrian, the whole nation was prohibited to. 
« enter into the region around Jeruſalem, ſo that they. were 
« not allowed to look upon their paternal ſoil oven at a di- 
« ſtance, as Ariſto Pellæus relates.” What Euſebius imme- 
diately adds ſeems to be his own inference from the words. of 
this writer. Thus the city being emptied of the nation of 
« the Jews, and its old inhabitarits being entirely deſtroyed, 
and it heing inhabited by another race, it was afterwards 
changed into a Roman colony, and called Aelia, in ho- 
* nour of the emperor Aelius Adrian: and the church there 
conſiſting of Gentiles, Mark was firſt choſen to miniſter 
among them, after the biſhops of the circumciſion . It 
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U Bot Inprobable, that what was meant by Ariſto of the” 
Jews properly ſo called, as oppoſed to the Chriſtians, was 


2 underſtood by Euſebius as extending to all who were of 


the Hebrew race, eſpecially as he knew that af this time 
nn ue had her an "biſhop from aihoag' 
the Gentiles. | 
Abe undes given by Eaſebins; for the devaſtation of Je- 
ruſalem ſeems to proceed on a miſapprehenfion of Ariſto's 
meaning. That writer, as quoted by Euſebius, fays, that 
« an innumerable multitude of men, women and children 
(Aapbrpoy) being deſtroyed, their lands were given up to 
<« the law of war *.” To this Euſebius evidently re- 
fers, when he afterwards ſays that © the city was emptied 
« of the nation of the Jews, and its old inhabitants (a= 
„ Travrex1 Plopay) completely deftroyed.” Thus, it is cleat, 
that if we follow Euſebius here, we muſt receive it as 4 
f4@ that all who believed, in Jeruſalem, were deſtroyed in 


this war, in common with the unbelieving Jews. 


- Nicephorus, as Dr P. obſerves, ſays that * Adrian cauſed. 
Jeruſalem to be inhabited by Greeks only, and permitted 
ns others to live in it.” But it is natural to ſuppoſe that 
he would follow * Euſebius, as he generally does little more 


3 Dr P. objects to Severus, that he is a late 


writer, although cotemporary with Jerota. But ſurely 


* objeRtion cbmes with far greater force againſt Nice- 
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Chap. Vl. of , 10 
dun ene de e 9 Noe ther ö N But 
although the former expreſſes himſelf in the language quo. 
ted; from what he ſays in the cloſe of the chapter, it is impro. 
bable that he confidered the believing Hebrews as included 
in this calamity : And thus even under him (Adrian) the 
« Jews nn e eee 
« Chriſt v.“ | | 
Juſtin Martyr, in his ſecond apology, as it # oily 
reckoned, takes notice of the. excluſion of the Jews from 
Jeruſalem, and of its being © a capital crime for a Jew to 
be found there .“ But when he ſpeaks of the Jews in 
this general way, it is in contradiſtinction to Chriſtians, al- 
though originally of that nation. Therefore, a few fen- 
tences below, he ſays that © the Jews, although they 
„had the prophets, and expected Chriſt, not only did 
« not receive, but killed him.” And afterwards, he ſeens 
to conſider their expulſion from their own land, as the pu- 
niſhment of their unbelief t .This he expreſsly aſſerts in his 
dialogue with Trypho ||. But if he knew that this was alſo | 
the lot of the great body of believing Hebrews, it is not 
probable that he would have conſidered it in this light. For 
this would OO OE ET OI 
ed with the guilty. 

The ſame cent erde ben fo apes, that, © in 
« the laſt Jewiſh war, Barchochebas, the leader of the re- 
« bellion of the Jews, gave orders to drag the Chri/tians only 
to the ſevereſt puniſhments, unleſs they would deny and 
« blaſpheme Chriſt 5.“ Juſtin has been blamed, indeed, 
by ſome moderns, as if he exaggerated matters here; 
| nere puts ish x06. er, wer, o eee d dle vice 
Kavic aritioar Jun. Hiſt, lib. 3. C. 24+ P. 257» 

t Apol. ii. p. $4. © Ibid. p. 28. | p- 234- ; 

U Ibid. p. 412. 
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becauſe they could not ſee why Barchochebas ſhould puniſh 
the Chriſtians only, as if the Martyr meant that he did 
not with to injure the Romans. But what he ſays concern- 


ing that falſe Chriſt, that he gave the Chriſtians only over 


to ſevere vengeance, is entirely credible. He would be 
eſpecially exaſperated againſt them, becauſe they were the 
great enemies of his pretended miſſion as the Meſſiah, and 
although of the Hebrew race, would not join him g. 
the Romans. | f 

Neves coull know the Steel matet bintein chan Jyllin: 
as he had lived in Samaria till this time, and is ſuppoſed to 
have left that country on account of the Jewiſh rebellion 8. 
Euſebius gives the ſame teſtimony in his hiſtory, in the 
very words of Juſtin. In his Chronicon, he aſſigus the rea- 
ſon of this conduct of Barchochebas, aſſerting that becauſe 


| « he found that the Chriſtians would not join him againſt 


* the Romans, he cauſed them to be put to death with 
« every kind of cruelty f. Adrian, from his inquiſitive 
temper, may well be ſuppoſed to have made himſelf tho- 
roughly acquainted with all the circumſtances of the war, 


and muſt have known that the Hebrew Chriſtians, not only 


adhered to his intereſts, but ſuffered greater cruelties from 
the rebel, for their fidelity, than any of his other ſubjects. 
Is it, therefore, in any degree probable, that he would 


notwithſtanding puniſh them in common with the aggrel. 


ſors ? 
Tt ſeeras to be generally FER" that Fo reſcript of 


A in wer of the Gee, was publifhed hate 


the Jewiſh war: and there was nothing in their conduct on 
that occaſion, that could diſpoſe him to withdraw his pro- 
tection. Dr P., indeed, that he may remove every thing 
which ſeems to _—_ his ſyſtem on this head, talks con- 
terte 
* Baron. Annal. Adr. A. 11. ; | 
+ Bift. J. 4. c. 8. p. 152. ap. Baron. Annal. Adr. A. 123. 


of 1 


Chap. VI. 


189 


temptuouſly of this reſcript, How far,” ſays he) « did this 


« favour to Chriſtians extend?” Then, after mentioning 
the words of Adrian, he adds; That is, as the hiſtory of 


« thoſe times enables us to interpret it, they were not to 
« be puniſhed as Chriſtians,. till they were proved to be 


6 Figs But we have reaſon to conclude, that, although 


the perſecution did not entirely ceaſe, it was greatly mo- 


derated. As the emperor enjoined that they ſhould not 


be condemned “ for the bare name of Chriſtians,” but only 
on its being © proved that they had committed ſome crime 


« againſt the laws ;” it ſhows that he was inclined to treat 
them favourably, and renders it improbable that he would. 
afterwards condemn them as guilty of a crime, for oppo- 
ſing which they had ſeverely ſuffered. 

Our learned author adds; This does not amount to a 


« toleration of the Jews at Jeruſalem, on condition of their 
« embracing Chriſtianity ?” Who ever aflerted this? All 
that any one would plead is, that it is a ſtrong preſumption | 


in favour of his tolerating the Chr:/t:ans at Jeruſalem, al- 
though Jews by birth, who were willing to renounce the 
Jewiſh rites ; when there was nothing found in their con- 
duct againſt the laws, nay, when they ſuffered for their 
faithful adherence to them. 

It is a ſtrang preſumption that the believing Hebrews 
were not baniſhed from Jeruſalem, that Tertullian objects 
this to unbelievers of that nation, as the puniſhment of 
their iniquity +, He certainly would not have done fa, 


had 


Letters, part iii. p. 20. 


Animadvertimus autem tunc neminem de genere Iſrael in civitate | 


Bethlehem remanſiſſe, et exinde quod interdictum eſt, ne in confinio ip» 

fius regionis demoretur quiſquam Judzorum, ut hoc quoque eſſet adim- 

pletum per prophetam : Terra veſtra deſerta, civitates veſtre igni 

id eft, quod belli tempore eis evenerit, regionem veſtram in conſpectu 

veſtro exteri comedent, et deſerta et ſubverſa erit à populis alienis. 
Et 


_ 
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had it been in their power to reply, that his own brethren 
of their race were puniſhed as ſeverely as they. It is evi- 
| dent that Jerom had no idea that believing Hebrews were, 
| | WL: by this edict, excluded from Jeruſalem. For he ſpeaks of 
hy miſerable Iſrael alone as bewailing the ruins of the temple 
| art a diſtance. Here he evidently oppoſes the unbelieving 
* de to Chriſtians. For he adds, that a new city was 
| pr”. built.“ that the multitude of them who believed might 

| daily ſee the roofs of new churches riſing #.” 
_ The learned Dr Horſley has produced the expreſs teſti- 
= | - mony of Oroſius, a Chriſtian writer cotemporary with Je- 
= | rom, to prove that Adrian's edi& did not extend to Chri- 
—_ ſtians. And he commanded,” ſays this hiſtorian, * that 
_ .-. no Jew ſhould be allowed to enter Jeruſalem ; this liber- 


4 A «4 ty being granted to Chriſtians only +.” Dr P., in his 
du way, treats this allegation with very little reſpect a 
| it is on the wrong fide of the queſtion. He offers nothing 


againſt the credibility of the hiſtorian ; but feebly obſerves, 
that . in the idea even of this writer, the Greek Chriſtians 
“ might remain, but the Jew: not.” He might have 
= made this pretence, had Orohus diſtinguiſhed between Jews 
1 and Gentiles. But he has unhappily made the diſtinction 
between Jews and Chriſtians, evidently referring to the 
1 religion of each. There is, therefore, no room left for this 
But 
Et oculi veſtri videbunt terram de long inquo: quod vobis pro meritis 
veſtris poſt expugnationem Jeruſalem, probibitis ingredi in terram ve- 
ſtram, de longinquo eam oculis tantum videre permiſſum eſt. Adverſ. Ju- 
dzos, c. 13. p. 146. 
*. Ut miſerabilis Iſrael ruinas templi nudatis plangat lacertis, et in 
* Chriſto turba credentium nova quotidie b Hed OY 
gere. Hedibiz, qu. 8. Epiſt. tom. 3. fol. 47. 
I + Prazcipitque ne cui Judzo introcundi Hieroſolymam eſſet licentia, 
: Cheiſtianis tantum civitate permiſſa, EY e. 13. | 


{ Let. part iii. p. 19. 
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Bat am nary att) de echoes ae _ 
declares that Adrian, by this procedure againft' the Jews, 4 
« avenged the Chriſtians, whom Barchochebas the leader ; 
« of the Jews, had tortured, becauſe they would not join 
„him againſt the Romans.“ Were they +Greeb Chri- 


ſtians, who were thus avenged ? Or we OP EI 
who had ſuffered from the rebel ? * 

Orofius ſays nothing but. what Jerom had 4d bebe 
him. For in his commentary on that paſſuge, They br 
fell them ſay, Bleſſed be the Lord, Cc. when he has deferi- 
bed Adrian as ſelling the Jews like cattle in à market, he 
adds that their conquerors were thus © the avengers ofthe 
the Lord.” But were they his avengers, by deſtroying 

or ſelling the multitude of them that helieved in him? So 
far was Jerom from forming ſo wild an idea, that he undet- | 
ſtands the words that fallow as an addreſs to believing Ne- 
brews: © And I will feed the flock of Hlaughter, that the F 
« Jews may be always nouriſhed for deſtruftion ; becauſe. 
@ this is the determination of God; O you, who are te n - 
« of the flock, that is, the righteous of . Iſrael, who have 
* believed in the Lord ² ²˙ —Hñ OT 

IT will no more pity the inhabitants of the land, ſazth' | | 
« the Lord. This ſeems to be ſpoken of the Jewiſh peo- x 1 

ple only, becanſe after they had a | 
* alſo laid violent hands on the Son of God f. 


3 


= 
- 
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* Ultus que eſt Hadrianus Criſtianos, quos ili Cotheba duce qudd 
fibi adverſus Romanos non aſſentarent excruciabant. Hit. lib. 7. e. 13. 


+ Legamus veteres hiſtorias, et traditiones plangentium Judæorum, qui 
in tabernaculo Abrahæ, ubi nunc per annos fingulos mercatus celeberri« 


mus exercetur : poſt ultimam everſionem quam ſuſtinueret ab Hadriano * 
multa hominum millia venundata fint: et que vendi non potueriat, By 
tranſlata in Aegyptum : et tam naufragio et fame quam gentium cede 2 
Tuncata, Iſti ergo victores, et Domini ultores qui occidebant. et nen 3 
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included in the - puniſhment of their unbelieving brethren, 


latter. - For, firſt, he explains theſe words, That 1 might 
break the brotherhood between Judab and Iſrael, of the diſ- 
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192 Of the Edie 2 Book V. 
Inftead of imagining at the believing Hebamme ture 


he deſcribes the former as joining in the war againſt the 


ſolution of the league of fraternity between believing and 
unbelieving Jews; aſſerting that the former were called 
Judah, becanſe of confeſſing their God, and the latter E- 
phraim and Joſeph, becauſe of their obduracy in unbelief. 
Afterwards he renders the twelfth verſe of the following 


chapter, And Fudah ſhall be in the fiege againſt Feruſa- 


lem; and thus explains it: But in the ſiege of Jeruſa- 
lem, Judah itſelf is taken by the Gentiles, and entering 
« into their ſociety, is laid under the neceſſity of beſieging 


its own metropolis .“ A little nn; 


the aſſertion.  . 
Commenting .on theſe words, In + Salto wid 
and the holy ſeed ſhall be that which ſhall remain in it; he 


ſays: The A ee be for a prey, when in 


« about 


+ dolebant, et vendebant pecora, atque dicebant ; Benedictus Dominus, di- 
vites facti ſumus: hanc habebant ſententiam; Propter peccata ſua offen- 


dere Judwzi: ideo eos oppreſſimus, et ex pretio Eorum divites facti ſumus. 


Et paſcam pecus occiſionis, ut ſemper Judzi nutriantur ad mortem; 
propterea quia Dei eſt iſta ſententia; O vos qui eſtis pauperes gregis, 
hoc eſt juſti de Iſrael ; qui credidiſtis in Dominum Jeſum, et Dei filium 
ſuſcepiſtis Non parcam ultra ſuper habitatores terre, dicit Domi- 
nus: Et hoc de uno Judaico populo dicere videbatur, quod interſectis 
prophetis, etiam in filium Dei miſiſſent manus, &c. In Zach. xi. 4. 6, 7. 


* Qu ſecunda virga a me ideo projecta eſt, ut difſolverem faedus, 


et germanitatem atque concordiam, quæ inter Judam fuerat et Iſrael, et 


fratres a ſe invicem ſepararem : ut in Apoſtolorum et eorum qui egerunt 
penitentiam numero, rurſum Juda appellaretur, et confitens Deum ſuum: 

Iſrael autem et Ephraim vocarentur, qui ia cordis duritia permanentes 

dixerunt; Non habemus regem, niſi Cueſarem, Sed et Judas obſeſſa 

Hieruſalem, eſt captus a gentibus, et in Ilarum tranſiens ſocietatem, co- 

nn 9 3 — 2 
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« about fifty years after (that is, after the deſtrultion of Je 
4 ruſalem by Titus) Adrian ſhall come, and ſhall complete 
« ly waſte the land of Judza, ſo that it may be compared 
« to a turpentine tree, and to an oak, when they have loſt 
« their leaves. In fine, fince the laſt devaſtation, the Jews 
« even lie under the laſh of public laws, and are prohibited 
« to enter that land from which they have been ejected. 
« But as to thoſe who have believed in Chriſt, that has 
« been fulfilled which we read above; Except the Lord of 
« hofts had left unto us: a ſmall remnant, wwe ſhould have 
« geen as Sodom and like unto Gomorrah. For according to 
« the Apoſtle, A remnant ſhall be ſaved. This ſhall be 
« the holy ſeed. And from the apoſtolical ſhoot all the 
« churches have ſprung *.” 

Can there be any doubt that Jerom was fully perſuaded 
that the Chriſtian Hebrews were exempted from this cala- 
mity, and allowed to remain in the land of Judza, while 
their unbelieving brethren were expelled from it ? | 

II. According to Dr P., nothing can be more evident 
than that the return of the Jewiſh Chriſtians from Pella, 
mentioned by Epiphanius, was that which followed the 
deſtruction of Jeruſalem by Titus +. Hence he wiſhes to 
infer. that, after- the rebellion under Barchochebas, the 
Chriſtians were expelled from the city in common with the 
Jews. It cannot be refuſed that the deſtruction mentioned 


| „ 2's” 2 
* Rurſum ipſe reliquiz erunt in depredationem, quando poſt annos 
ferme quinquaginta Hadrianus venerit, et terram Judzam fuerit penitus 
depredatus ; in tantum ut terebintho et quercui quit glaudes amiſcrint 
comparetur. Denique poſt extremam vaſtitatem, etiam leges publics 
pependerunt, et prohibiti ſunt Judzi terram, de qua ejecti fuerant, in- 
gredi. Si quis autem crediderit in Chriſtum, et impletum fuerit illud 
quod ſupra legimus ; Ni Dominus ſabaoth reliquiflet nobis ſemen, xc. 
quando juxta Apoſtolum, reliquite ſalvabuntur. Hoc ſemen ſanctum erit : 
*t ce Apoſtolorum germine cunctæ eee In Eiai. vi. 13. 
t Let. Fart iii. p, 3. 
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| | F 
by Epiphanius ſeems to be that by Titus. But it muſt be 


obſerved that, when he ſpeaks of the Chriſtians as © ha- 
2. ving returned after the deſolation of Jeruſalem,” his lan - 


guage is indefinite. It cannot be juſtly inferred that they 
returned immediately. For he limits no time. Nor that 
the great body of them had returned before the war of A. 
drian. It is evident that they returned gradually, and 


that very, few had left Pella before the laſt mentioned e- 
poch. 


Epiphanius does not ſo much as 8 the deſtruction 
of the city under Adrian. This language has been uſed 
by ſome of the Fathers. But there does not ſeem to have 
been any event that could properly deſerve the name. Ac- 
cording to the Jewiſh hiſtorian, it was ſo completely de- 
ſtroyed by Titus, that / only three towers were ſpared, 
« as an evidence to futurity of the ſkill and power of the 
Romans in becoming poſſeſſed of them.” He ſays that 
« the city was totally demoliſhed, and razed even to the 
« ground; ſo that it ſcarcely appeared to have been the 
© reſidence of human creatures. Now, we have not a 
trace in hiſtory of its being rebuilt before the reign of A- 
drian. 

When this Emperor, during his journey through the 
Eaſt, came to Jeruſalem, he found it in a very ruinous fi- 
tuation. According to Epiphanius, he vifited Pale- 


ſtine © in the forty-ſeventh year after the deſtruction of 


« Jeruſalem, and found all the city levelled to the ground, 
« a few buildings excepted, and a ſmall church. of. God, 
« erected where the diſciples had aſſembled after the a- 
6 n He alſo mentions ſeven ſyna- 
* | 
. Joſeph, de Bell. Judaic, "Bd. nil. e 6. 
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gogues, 6 which ſtood alone on Mount | = lie fo ma- | 

« ny cottages “.“ Could Epiphanius imagine that the 
ſmall church he mentions contained all, or even a cophi- 
derable part, of thoſe Chriſtians who had formerly reſided 
at Pella? We know that, before the, deſtruction of Jeruſa- 5 
lem, there were many thouſands of Jews who believed, 
Acts x xxi. 20, Can Dr P. ſuppoſe that, e 6 


compliſhment of our Saviour's predictions conceruing Je- 
ruſalem, they had, in leſs than half A century, dwind- 
led into a mere handful as met in one place of wor- 
ſhip? 

Euſebius, in bs Chronicon, ſpeaks of Jeruſalem being. 
deſtroyed by Adrian; but he does not particularly men- 
tion this circumſtance in his Hiſtory, which was written af- 
ter the other, and 1s generally reckoned far more accu 
rate. Jerom, in various places, uſes the ſame language +- 
Valeſius does not hefitate to ſay that in this inſtante Eu- 
ſebius was miſtaken. He, with many other learned wri- 
ters, denies that ſeruſalem was deſtroyed at this time f. 

However, it ſeems moſt natural to ſuppoſe, that there 
was ſome foundation for what has been ſaid by theſe an- 
cient writers; although I cannot think, that their lan- 
guage ought to be underſtood in all that latitude which 
has been aſcribed to it. We are by no means to infer 
from it hat might occur at firſt view, that the city had 

* We may obſerve, by the way, that the inference which Dr P. en- 
deavours to deduce from the language of Severus, Tum pant omnes, ic, 
is contrary to fact. For the nunber of Jews at this ume in Jeruſalem 
muſt have far exceeded that of the Chriſtians, X> 


In Eſai, i. 6. Jer. zxxi. 18. Back, .. Dan, is, . 
} Annotat, ad Ealvb. Hilt lib. iv. e. 6. 


/ 


# 
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been previouſly in ſome degree reftored to its former ſplen- 
dour. The contrary has been already feen. Adrian found 
it in a ruinous ſtate. If it was rebuilt before the Jewiſh 
rebellion, it muſt have been by this Emperor. -If it was 
_ afterwards deſtroyed by him, he muſt have built it a ſe- 
cond time. For ION 0: Monte: that it was built aſter 


' the war. 


The fact ſeems to be this. When Adrian viſited Jeru- 
| filem, finding it in a very ruinous ſtate, and regretting the 
deſolation of ſo fine a city, he ordered it to be rebuilt, or 
rather ordered a new city, which was to be called Alia 
from his name, to be built from its ruins . On this oc- 
caſion the Jews rebelled, moſt probably becauſe it was the 
intention of Adrian to devote their holy place to the wor- 
ſhip of ſtrange gods, and to erect a temple to Jupiter Ca- 
pitolinus, where the temple of God had ſtood +. Epipha- 
nius ſeems to refer to this circumſtance, when he ſays that 
Adrian * thought of rebuilding the city, but not the tem- 
„ ple.” It may be ſuppoſed that the rebels expelled his 
workmen from the place, and put it in the beſt ſtate of de- 
fence that it could admit of; that upon the arrival of the 
Roman army, it was retaken; and that the conquerors 
wrecked their vengeance on the poor remains of the re- 
bellious city, particularly on the” ruins of the temple, as 
the great object of the Jewiſh attachment. For Jerom in- 
forms us that © in contempt of the vanquiſhed nation, the 
temple was plowed by Rufus f.“ 
According. to Ariſto of Pella, quoted by Euſebius, the 
© whole force of the war was directed againſt Bitter, a 


x 7 ue 
* Epiph. ubi. ſup. + Dion Caſſius, lib. 69. 


eden teplom, n gin ter areas. Ti Aoi 
Ruffe. — 


Chap. v. f Adrian, 3 
| «« place at no great diſtance from Jeruſalem *.” Tia. mas. 


the great rendezvous of the rebels under Barchochebas. 
ee 

y fortified, and that it ſuſtained a long ſiege. Here many 
2 according to their own ac- 
counts. They pretend that the ſiege endured for ſeveral 

s. The blood of the ſlain, they ſay, ruſhed with ſuch 

violence from Bether, that it rolled large ſtones a great 
way before it into the ſea; this place being, according to 
them, at the diſtance of four miles from it f. Although 
this account is evidently fabulons, it ſhews the traditionary 
WW 
here 

It is highly probable that Chriſtian writers, in ſucceed- 
ing ages, knowing that the Jews at this time ſuſtained a 
long and fatal fiege, might in idea transfer it to Jeruſalem. 
Jerom, indeed, not only ſpeaks of the deſtruction of this 
city by Adrian, but of Bethel being taken 1. This ſeems 
to have been put for Bether, either by miſtake on his own 
part, or by an error in tranſcribing. It is obſervable, 
however, that in this place he makes no mention of the 
capturs of Jeruſalem. If it was formally beſieged, the 
fiege muſt bave been of very ſhort duration. For, as far 
as I can obſerve, it is not mentioned by 82 
ſelves. 

Thus, therd is no retina 1 
body of Chriſtians left Pella, before the war under Adrian. 
emen But we muſt ſuppoſe, 


N 3 either 
Euſ. Hiſt. lib. iv. c. 6. 


+ Echa Rabbati, fol. 75. ap. Relandi Paleſtina IIluſtr. p. 639. v. Be- 


ther. Voiſin Obſerv. ad. Martini Pug. Fidei, P. ii. e, 2. p. 212, Ibid, 
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either that none ever returned but thoſe who . one 
ſmall place of worthip in Jeruſalem, or that they did fo 
| after this date. Indeed. Epiphanius, after mentioning the 
intention of Adrian to rebuild the city, and declaring that 
he ſet Aquila over the work, ſeems to ſpeak of the Chri- 

ſtians as returning while Aquila refided there. Dr P. ren- 
ders the paſſage; They had returned, and taught there. 
But the meaning of the ancient writer would rather ſeem 
to be; They were returning and teaching there +.” For 
oav viorpeavre; is ſo cloſely connected with S3aoxorres, that 
if the one expreſs a paſt action, the other mutt do fo too, 
Tf they were done with returning, they were, alſo done 
with teaching, 

Valeſius, whom Dr P. ſometimes quotes as an authority, 
without the leaſt hefitation conſiders Epiphanius as teſtify- 
ing that the Hebrew Chriſtians did not return from Pel- 
la, till after the rebuilding of the city by Adrian +. 

III. Dr P. does not think it probable that“ Aquila 
was reſiding at Jeruſalem after the deſtruction of the ci- 
" oy. by Adrian.” He aligns this reaſon for his opinion, 
that the rebuilding of Jerufalem by Adrian, in which. 
4 4: A was employed by him, was undertaken_in the 
« thirteenth year of his reign, a year before the Tevolt of 
«the Jews, and it was not till the eighteenth of Adrian 
that they were entirely ſubdued.” But Baſnage, who 

rhaps examined the ſubject with as much attention, con- 
cludes from various proofs, that the war begun A. 134, 


- Hoar yap nay ve Hv Ts rextec, kat a 
De Menſur, ſet. 15. 1 need not ſay that, although different tenſes 
are here uſed, the indefinite often admits of the ſame ſenſe as the preſent. - 
Friendly as Petavius was to the Antitrinitarians, he did not think of do- 

ing them a ſervice here For he renders this pp Jam enim ex 
urbe Pella reduces docere caperant. 


| Let. Part iii, p. 23. 4 danse in Fut nbi ſup. | 
4 | e . 


Chap: VI. — 5 199 


and ended in 136; in which year alſo Adrian ſeems to 
have finiſhed his new icity ®. The learned Spanheim af. 
ſigns nearly che ſame duration to this war T. Baſbage al- 
lows that the Jews, whom Jerom follows, repreſent it as 
laſting three years and a half: but thinks that they have 
made this calculation to correſpond with their application 
of Daniel's ſeventy weeks to this period. 

But although it ſbould be ſuppoſed that Aquila conti- 
nued even five years at Jeruſalem, what objection can be 
offered? If he was hindered in his work by the rebellian 
of the Jews, it is ſurely moſt natural to think that he 
would keep his ſtation, till Adrian's conqueſt gave him an 
opportunity of finiſhing it x. | 

Indeed, there is every reaſon to think that this was ; the 
caſe, For if, before the war, a temple to Jupiter Capito- |, 
linus was erected on the fite of the former temple to the 
true God, how did Rufus plow it up after the war? Is it 
at all ſuppoſable, that a people of ſo rebellious a ſpirit as 
the Jews, would patiently wait till they ſaw the idol tem- 
ple finiſhed? Is it not natural to imagine that, as they 
| meant to oppoſe the Emperor, they would wiſh to pre- 
vent even the profanation of their holy place ? If this was 
not the fa, how is hiſtory entirely filent with reſpect to 
the rebuilding, not of Jeruſalem, but of Aelia? But Jerom 
expreſsly teſtifies, that Aelia was built out of the ruins of 
Jeruſalem, after the Jewiſh rebellion {. | ö 
N 4 Becauſe 
* Hift. of the Jews, B. vi. e . | 

Hiſtor. Chriſtian. ſect. ii. e. 14. p. 685. 686. 

Newton on the Prophecies, Diff. 20. p. 3. Antient Univ. Hiſt, 

vol iv. p. 166. | | | 
| $ Quo (Veſpaſiano) mortuo tranſaftis ſeptem hebdomadis, id eſt, an- 
nis quadraginta novem, Aelius Hadrianue, a quo poſtes de tuinis Hieru- 
falem urbsAelia condita eſt, rebellantes Judzos, Timo Ruffo magitro 
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ed him to overſee the work of building the city —But 


; | Becauſe Cave 883 chat Aquila with his verſion in 
the 13th or 12th of Adrian, as he did not engage in it till 
he had renounced Chriſtianity, our author deduces this in- 
ference :, : * His converſion to Chriſtianity, therefore, was 
Ls probably prior to the reign of Adrian; and yet that is 
« the only circumſtance that proves any intercourſe he 
„Ver had with Jewiſh Chriſtians returned from Pella *.” 
Dr P. complains of the imperfe& quotation of the paſlage 
in Epiphanius by Dr Horſley ; becauſe he not give the 
ſentence following. Had our author himſelf quoted it a 
little more fully, in its connection with the ſentence im- 
mediately preceding, the reader would have had it in his 
power to judge whether this inference was probable. 
Therefore,“ ſays the ancient writer, © Adrian thought 


of rebuilding the city, though not the temple : and 


% taking Aquila, that interpreter, of ſcripture former- 
ly mentioned, who was a Greek, and his father-in-law, 
and deriving his origin from Sinope of Pontus, appoint- 


« Aquila, living in Jeruſalem, and ſeeing the diſciple». of 


the diſciples of the Apoſtles flouriſhing in faith, and 


« working great wonders, &&/c.—Aquila, therefore being 
* convinced, believed in the Chriſtian religion +.” 
exercitus pugnante, ſuperavit. In Dan. ix. 24. Helii quoque Hadriani 


contra Judzos expeditionem legimus; qui ita Hieruſalem muroſque ſub · 


vertit, ut de urbis reliquiis ac favillis ſui nominis Heliam conderet civi- 


| tatem. In Joel i. 4. - 


Let. Part iii. p. 25. 
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Chap. II e Yeraſalem. © _ 
As it is evident that he received theſe convictions at Je- 
ruſalem, by means of the ſucceſſors of the Apoſtles, would 
not one naturally infer from this narrative, that he had 
come to Jeruſalem on cccafion of his appointment by A- 
drian; and that it was while he was /iving in Jeruſalem, in 
conſequence of this appointment, that he was thus convin- 
ced ? If Dr P. ſpeak of probability, it furely lies wholly on 
this fide. Indeed, the particle roawy, with which this ſec- 
tion commences, is uſeleſs, if it do not connect what fol. 
lows with the preceding, as expreſſive of the order and de- 
pendence of the facts narrated. Is it probable that one, 
who had made a tranſition from the religion of the Gentiles 
to Judaiſm, would. receive ſuch a truſt from Adrian? 
Would a Jew be inſtrumental in building a temple to an 
idol, eſpecially in that very place, according to the law, 
devoted to the worſhip of the true God. But ſurely our 
author is not in earneſt, when he throws out this 
conjecture. At any rate he gives it a fatal blow with his 
own hand by immediately adding; Yet that (his conver- 
« fion to Chriſtianity) is the only circumſtance that proves 
any intercourſe he ever had with JO CO 
turned from Pella.“ 

The Doctor helps himſelf to u falt in his account of this 
interpreter: It was by the diſciples of thoſe who then re- 
turned, that Aquila was converted to Chriſtianity . 
He aſſerts this, in order to prove that the converſion of A- 
quila “ was probably a conſiderable time before the de- 
+ ſtruction of the Jews by Adrian; and that the return 

| of 
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262 Of Aquila's reſidence, fc. Bock V 
FOES of the Chriſtians muſt have been per. t9.the W 
* — But Epiphanius, to whom our author refers in 

the ſame ſentence, aſſerts no ſuch thing. He does not ſay 
| that Aquila ſaw © the difciples of thoſe who returned ;” 

5 but © the diſciples of the diſciples of the apoſtles.” Theſe 

| 5 | are the very perſons of whom he immediately adds; © For 
they were returning from Pella.” 

But at what time ſoever Aquila became a proſelyte to 

Chriſtianity, it is allowed on all hands, that it was by means 

of the Hebrew Chriſtians living at Jeruſalem, who had left 

Pella Now, whether this event took place after the Jewiſh 

| rebellion, or before, there is a circumſtance connected with 

| It, which overthrows the whole of our author's ſyſtem 

| with reſpect to theſe Hebrew Chriſtians. If Aquila made 

Þ is profeſſion of Chriſtianity after the Jewiſh war, then 

l 8 there were Chriſtians living in Aelia, Chriſtians who 


had returned from Pella, Hebrew Chriſtians, the pro- 
per ſucceſſors of the apoſtles, who admitted Gentiles to 
communion, without a ſubmiſſion to the legal rites, and 
who therefore were not Ebionites. For Aquila, at his ad- 
miſſion, received only * the ſeal of Chriſtianity *,” that is, 
: as Dr P. himſelf explains it, Baptiſm . It was not till he 
apoitatiſed to Judaiſm, that he was circumciſed. Now, it 
cannot be refuſed, that circumciſion was the principal token 

| | of adherence to the law. 
If, according to Dr P.'s plan, Avila profeſſed himſelf a 
Eos convert to Chriſtianity before the war, the argument, inſtead 
: of being weakened, acquires additional ſtrength. For then 
| | it follows, that the Hebrew Chriſtians, who returned from 
| Pella, had, even before the publication of Adrian's edict, 
— Wwe re IS 
5 Aquila 


* Tay or ls pe . Epiphan. de Menſ. 
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Aquila had been circumciſed on his profeſſion of Chri- 
ſtianity, the Doctor will ſcarcely ſuppoſe that he would a 
ſecond time have ſubmitted to the ſame operation. But 
we are aſſured by Epiphanius, that he was circumciſed, on 
his apoſtacy to Judaiſm . He, indeed, mentions the cir- 
cumciſion of Aquila as the great evidence of his abjuring 


Chriſtianity : which he would not have done, had he con- 


ſidered theſe Hebrew belieyers as ſtill adhering to the law. 


—Our author may chooſe which fide of the dilemma he 


pleaſes. 

He produces ſeveral arguments in form, to prove that 
the members of this church were not Jews, but Greeks.” 
1. After the time of Adrian, the biſhops of that church 
« were Greeks, and the language in which the public of- 
« fices were performed was Greek ; whereas immediately 
t before the biſhops had been Hebrews, and the public of- 
« fices had been in the Hebrew tongue f.“ By the He- 


brew, the learned Gentleman certainly does not mean that * 


language in which the Old Teſtament was written; but 
that which was a mixture of Chaldaic and Syriac. Should 

any one, however, deny that the public offices of the church 
of Jeruſalem were performed in this tongue, Dr P. might 


' find himſelf conſiderably at a loſs to prove it. Many ob- 


jections might be made to this hypotheſis. It is aſſerted by 
ſome learned men, that even in the days of the apoſtles the 


Greek „was ſo well known, and ſo much uſed in Judza 


* 1tlelf, that amongſt the Jews it was called the vu/gar.” 
This they are ſaid to have proved by various teflimonies 
ſrom the moſt ancient Jewiſh writers . a 
| As 
® Tar Xpig4anioper . * We 
leds. De Menſ. ibid- | 
| Let, F. iii. p. 16. 


| Oren on the Bid Vol. i. Exerc. 4. 
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parts of it were afterwards tranſlated for the uſe of theſe 
Jews, who were more attached to that language which was 


As the Greek, from the time of R 
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was ſpoken through the greateſt part of Aſia, it is impro- 
bable that it ſhould have been unknown in Jeraſalem, ef. 
pecially when there was ſuch a conſtant concourſe of the 
Jews of the diſperſion to this city, who were accuſtomed to 
read the Old Teſtament, and to © perform the public of. 
« fices,” in the Synagogues, in this language ; and were ge- 
nerally unacquainted with any other. There is every rea - 
ſon to think that the whole of the New T ent was Ori- 
ginally written in Greek : although it appears that ſome 


vernacular. James, who was biſhop of Jeruſalem, wrote in 
Greek. His epiſtle, indeed, is addreſſed to the twelve tribes 
ſcattered abroad. But it cannot be ſnppoſed, that he meant 
to deprive thoſe immediately committed to his charge of 
any benefit from it. The epiſtle to the Hebrews contains 
various internal evidences that it 1s not a tranſlation. - Not 
only are the quotations in the language of the Septuagint, 
but theſe Hebraiſms, which might be expected in a mere 
tranſlation, are not to be found here. Beſides, the writer 
explains the meaning of the Hebrew words which he in- 
troduces. This he would not have done, had he wrote in 
that language. It is evident that this was not done by a 
tranſlator, becauſe the very argument of the writer is 
founded on theſe interpretations *. To theſe we may add, 
although not canonical, the epiſtle of Barnabas, written in 
Greek, by an Hebrew believer to Hebrews. Ariſto of 
Pella undoubtedly wrote in the ſame language, which affords 
a preſumption that it was underſtood by the generality of 
Chriſtians who had their reſidence there. Hegeſippus, al- 


though 


| « a ut. ſup. Glaſſii Philol. lib, i. be4 fa, Pieifieri Crit, Ste | 


. 3. qu. 10. Vol, ii. p. 698, 


Chap. VT. 


Greek. 

At any rate, it was juſt as poſſible for Hebrew Chri- 
ſtians to learn this language in Jeruſalem, if their ſpiritual 
intereſts required it, as for others of the ſame nation, who 


had made this acquifition in the purſuit of commerce or. 


learning, or in conſequence of their diſperſion. It was 
ſpoken by the Roman ſoldiers who were ſtationed at Jeru- 
ſalem, ſo early as the time of Paul, Acts xxi. 379. We 
find that very early there was a conſiderable body of 
Greeks incorporated into the church of Jeruſalem, as con- 
ſtantly reſiding in that city, chap. vi. 1. The great la- 


anſwered. 0g 
though a plain man, and a Hebrew Chriſtian, alſo wrote in 


bour of Theodotio n, Aquila and Symmachus, in tranſla-. 


ting the Hebrew ſcriptures into Greek, may perhaps be 
urged as a proof that this language was generally under- 
ſtood by Hebrew Chriſtians. Our author claims all the 
three as Ebionites: and it is natural to ſuppoſe, that they 
principally meant to ſerve thoſe with whom they were 
moſt nearly conneded. Did not the Ebionites make uſe 
of the Clementines * This is a ſtrong preſumption that 
they generally underſtood Greek. It has been already 
proved from Jerom, that Ebion himſelf wrote an Expo- 
ſition of ſome part of the Old Teſtament in this language. 

2. The Doctor's next argument is that no ancient wri- 


ter makes mention of any conſiderable body of orthodox ' 


Jewiſh Chriſtians ; and that Jerom, although he ſpeaks of 
his acquaintance with learned Ebionites, by whom he was 
taught the Hebrew tongue, does not ſeem to have found 
any learned orthodox Jewiſh Chriſtians, with whom it 
would have been more agreeable for him to aſſociate. In 
the courſe of this controverſy, ſeveral evidences have 
deen produced of the exiſtence of ſuch Chriſtians, much 
ſtronger than thoſe on which the contrary hypotheſis reſts. 
But it is not nes that no ancient writer mentions 


any 


— 
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tion of his edit many Chriſtians renounced the bondage 


any conſiderable body of orthodox Hebrews, who had re- 
nounced the law. For the neceſſary conſequence of this 


change was their being incorporated with Gentile belie- 


vers. They could not, like Nazarenes- er Ebionites, be 
found in a body by themſelves; at leaſt, where there were 


any Gentile Chriſtians. For thus, they would have been 


ſchiſmarics. 

It is incompetent to reaſon from the ſtate. of matters in 
the age of Jerom, to that during the reign of Adrian, From 
that very ſyſtem maintained by us, that on the publica- 


of the law, and joined with Gentiles, it might natu- 
rally. be inferred, that they would gradually loſe the know- 
ledge of the Hebrew tongue : whereas thoſe who till 
adhered to the law, keeping themſelves diftin& from o- 
thers; and, in conſequence of their Judaiſm, retaining a 


greater partiality for that language in which it was writ- 


ten, would be more likely to preſerve it. The orthodox 
Hebrews being incorporated with Gentiles, would there- 
fore uſe the ſame language with them. By intermarrying 
with them alſo, in the courſe of a few generations, they 
would loſe even the name of Hebrews. We are certain, 
however, that this was not univerſally the caſe. For it 
has been already proved, that Jerom, the very Father 
mentioned by Dr P., knew Hebrews ' believing in Chriſt, 
who believed that it was he who gave-the law from mount 
Sinai. | | h | 3 
3. Dr P. obſerves; © As ſo many writers ſpeak of E- 
* bionites, or heterodox. Nazarenes, it would ſurely have 


_ © been natural for ſome of them to have added, that they 


« were not the great body, or at leaſt not the whole of 
the Jewiſh Chriſtians —And yet no ancient writer 
% ſpeaks of them.” By uſing the term Beterodom, the 
learned gentleman ſhews that he is determined to reſerve 


A They are, indved; üben er 
by ancient writers as Bẽeretiet, becauſe of their adherence 
to the law. But no one has called them heterodox. | 
But in this argument; Dr P. {till proceeds on the miſtake 
already mentioned. How could orthodox Hebrew Chrifti- 
ans be taken notice of as body, when they, as individuals 
only, made a part of the body of the Catholic-Church ? 
The law being renounced, the iſhing character was 
gone. In conſequence of this, there was neitber Few nor 
Grab; for they were all one in Chriſt Feſus, Gal: iii. 28. 
Individuals are occaſionally- mentioned; even ſo late as the 
time of Jerom. But what was the reaſon of this? They 
were immediately converted from Judaiſm.. But joining 
the Catholic Church, the national diſtinction was- loſt. Our 
author. himſelf, when he meets with them in hiſtory, does 
not know them. Nothing will ſatisfy him, as to the-exiſtence 
of ſuch orthodox Hebrew Chriſtians, unleſs it can he pro- 
ved that Epiphanius, and Joſeph, and others, who- were 
Hebrews by birth, formed a body by themſelves, diſtin 
from all other Chriſtians. We muſt prove that they were 
| ſchiſmatics, in order to prove that they were orthodox. _ + 
4. He ſays, As to a whole church of orthodox Jewiſh 
Chriſtians at Jeruſalem, or elſewhere, we hear of no in- 
« tercourſe with any ſuch church and other orthodox 
* churches: None of their biſhops, or deputies from them 
appear at any council, &c. The force of this argu- 
ment entirely conſiſts in a fallacy in that expreſſion, a whole 
chu ch. This muſt fignify a church who/ly compoſed of 
orthodox Jewiſh Chriſtians, But we know of none who 
have formed an idea of ſuch a church exiſting at Jeruſalem, 
or elſe where, after the time of Adrian. For we have ſeen, 
chat in conſequence of * the bondage of the law being re- 
moved from the liberty of the faith,” they formed one 
body. with Gentile believers. This alſo accounts, in 
> | ; » | the 


ment, and yet it is almoſt certain that they made little 
« uſe of them.” This is a very ſtrange kind of argument. 
The Doctor firſt does his utmoſt to prove that ſuch perſons 


„ 
mention of Hebrew biſhops. The circumſtance of their 


birth, as was the caſe with Epiphanius, occaſioned no di- 
ſtinction; F 
and Gentile among their flocks. 


5. The Doctor's laſt argument is; If there was any 
&« , confiderable body of orthodox Jewiſh Chriſtians, why do 


„ we never hear of any Hebrew, goſpels beſides that of 


« Matthew? If they held the doctrine of the orthodox 
« Gentile churches concerning the perſon of Chriſt, it is pro- 


a bable that they would have had the ſame reſpect for the 


* other goſpels, and the other books of the New Teſta- 


never exiſted, and then adds, that © it is almoſt certain that 
they made little uſe of the other books of the New 
Teſtament. If he has any heſitation about the latter, it 
ſurely implies that he is not fully ſatisfied with reſpect to 
the former. For, if there were no ſuch Chriſtians, one 
may be rather more than a/mo/{ certain that they made 
« little uſe of” theſe writings. The Nazarenes are pre- 


ſently out of the queſtion. For. we here ſpeak. of ortho- 


dox Chriſtians who renounced the law. And as it 1s ne- 
ceſſarily ſuppoſed that theſe formed one body with Gentile 
believers, they muſt have had the ſame ſacred canon. | 

We have ſeen, that it is acknowledged by Origen, that 
there were Hebrew believers, who entirely gave up with 
the law. The account that Trypho gives of himſelf to Ju- 
ſtin Martyr, might be urged as a proof that he was well 
_— — e who had renounced the law. I 

« am,” he ſays, an Hebrew of the circumciſion, who 


have fled from tht, e hind han. Jong. ap 
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place . Why does he call himſelf «an Hebrew of the 
« circumcifion,” if he did not know Hebrews who were 


not of the circumciſion, Hebrews who had forſaken the law 
of their fathers ? Clemens Alexandrinus, a writer prior to 


Origen, and contemporary with Tertullian, ſpeaks of it as a 
circumſtance univerſally known, that believing Hebrews 


and Gentiles were united in one church. Thus he fanci- 
fully explains theſe words, Where two or three are gathered 
together, Ce. There was alſo an agreement of many, 
numbered from three, with whom the Lord was, one 
church, one man, one kind. The Lord was truly with 
one, vis. the Jew, when he gave the law; and when he 
« ated the part of a prophet, and ſent Jeremiah to Babylon, 
calling by means of prophecy even thoſe of the Gentiles, 
he gathered two kinds of people. But the third was of 
« two created one, into one new man, with whom he walks, 
« and takes up his refidence in this very church 4.” Elſe- 


where, explaining that promiſe, A new covenant will I make | 


with you, not according to the covenant which I made with 
your fathers in Horeb, he ſays; © He hath given yow a 
« new covenant ; for the things pertaining to the Jews and 
&« Gregks are old. But ye, who give him new worſhip in 
« the third way, are Chriſtians, Truly, from the Grecian 
« diſcipline, and alſo from that of the BY. thoſe who re- 

Vor. II. * | * ceive 
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« exive the faith ese gathered together ine ce kind of 

« people that ſhall be ſaved v. 

But although there were no other evidence but chat of 
the Chriſtian revelation, I cannot ſee how it could be cre- 
dible, if a great part of the believing Hebrews did not e- 
ventually renounce the law. If thoſe who continued to 


| adhere to it were the proper ſucceſſors of the Apoſtles, was 


not one end of the death of Jeſus loſt ? Did he not aboliſh, 
in his fleſh, the enmity, even the law of commandments, con- 
tained in ordinances ? But how did he really do fo, if he did 
not make in himſelf, of twain, Jew and Gentile, one new 
man, by uniting them in one church, ſo making peace? How 
did he reconcile both unto God, in one body, having flain the 
rs Epb- ii. 14, 15. 


CHAP. VI. 7 
The Hereſy of the Ebionites real and not ſuppoſed. 


D* P. devotes a chapter to what he calls the ſuppoſed 
hereſy of the Ebionites, in order to prove, if poſſible, 
that they were not accounted heretics by early writers. 

In a former volume, he has been at great pains to ſhew 
that Gnoſtics were the on/y heretics in primitive times. If 
his proof be good, it muſt neceſſarily follow, that Ebionites 
were not accounted heretics. We wall conſhler bach Bay 
kinds of evidence together, 


« } 
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1 have obſerved,” he fays, * that Tertullian is wr] 
« Chriſtian writer who exprefsly calls the Ebionites 
* Sa” This is ſo far good, if the DoQor hold to it. 

Irenæus,“ he adds, “ in his large treatiſe 
1 hereſy, expreſſes great diſlike of their do&rine,—but he 
never confounds them with the heretics.” What does 
our author mean by the term confounding ? It cannot be 
meant, that Irenæus ſpeaks of them, only in ſome diſtin& 
work ; for it is granted that it is in his treatiſe cohcern- 
ing hereſy that they are introduced. Does he aſſert, or 
even infinuate that they were not heretics? Nothing of 
this kind has been obſerved. Does he allot a diſtin 
chapter to the conſideration of their tenets? He obſerves 
the ſame plan in treating of the other hereſies. What then 
can Dr P. intend ? It would ſeem to be his meaning, that 
Irenzus does not expreſsly call them heretics, He places 
Cerinthus immediately before them, and the Nicolaitans 
immediately after them; which, one would imagine, was ; 
not the beſt of company. He ſays, they rejected the A- 
poſtle Paul as an Apoſtate, and charges them with an ido- 
latrous regard for Jeruſalem f. He claſſes them with Gno- 
ſtics, and denies ſalvation to them 1. What a wonderful 
charm may be wrapt up in a ſingle word! A writer may, 
without the leaſt hefitation, confound a body of men with 
the damned, merely on account of their falſe doctrines; | 
and yet never think of confounding them with thoſe dreag- 
ful beings called herctzcs. 

Dre p. grants that Irenæus has ſaid of the Ebionites, + 


* God will judge them. How can they be faved, if it be 
| 'O 2 not 
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not God who worketh out their ſalvation upon LAY F 


"us But this,” he ſays, © is no ſentence of damnation paſſed 


upon them in particular for holding their do&ride ; but 
% an argument uſed by him to refute. them; and is the 
« ſame as if he had ſaid, mankind in general could not be 
* ſaved, if Chriſt had not been God as well as man “.“ 
But this is mere trifling. For lrenzus certainly means that 
it is impoſlible for Ebionites in particular perſevering in 
their principles, to be ſaved; as he adds, What adop- 
« tion can they receive from God, continking in that ge- 
« neration which is according to man in this world?” He 
certainly ſpeaks of their condemnation in the very fame 
terms in which he deſcribes that of heathens, Jews, Valen- 
tinians and other Gnoſtics, Marcionites, and falſe prophets, 
For the ſame term (Judicabit) is uſed concerning them 
all +. Whether he here condemns them or not, he undoubt- 
edly confounds them with heretics, and not with heretics 


only, but with infidels t. 


But Dr P. endeavours to prove that 8 did not 
% mean to paſs a ſentence of what we ſhould now call 
% damnation upon the Ebionites,” from the following paſ- 
ſage, (as he has tranſlated it). If they perſiſt in their 
error, not receiving the word of incorruption, they con- 


4 tinue in mortal fleſh, and are ſubje& to death, not re- 
it ceiving the antidote of life (.” Here alſo Dr P. endea- 


vours to ſhew that Irenzus did not mean that Ebionites in 


particular would be deprived of immortality, but only that 


if their doctrine was true, this would be the caſe with man- 
* Vol. i. p. 279, 240. 


} Judicabit autem et Ebionitas. Quomodo poſſunt ſalvari, niſi Deus 
eſt qui ſalutem illorum ſuper, terfam operatus eſt ?—Vel quam adopti- 
onem accipient a Deo, permanentes in hae geneſi, que eſt — | 
hominem in hoc mundo ? Lib. iv. c. 59. 
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kind in general. But the learned Gentleman ſeems to 
have been conſcions, that, had he given the paſſage 
fairly, it would have contradicted his afſertion. For, in- 
deed, the principal part is left out, without any intima- 
tion of the omiſſion, either in the tranſlation, or in the. 
marginal quotation : and the whole is ſo changed, that the 
good Father would not know his own declaration. Dr P. 
has rendered hypothetically what Irenzus expreſſes abſo- 
lutely, He has inſerted ſome words in his tranſlation, to 
which there are none that correſpond in the original. 
Where does our author find theſe words, in their error 
He has added them at his own hand, to make the term 
perſeverantes appear as if it were uſed conditionally, This, 
indeed, which he renders per, is the only word in the 
whole of the firſt ſentence that he has paid the leaſt re- 
gard to: and to find a conſequence for this pretended hy- 
pothetical antecedent, he paſſes ſeveral lines, and borrows 
it from the next ſentence. Irenæus literally ſays; * But 
again thoſe who affirm that he is man only, begotten of 
« Joſeph, per/iſting in the bondage of their original diſo- 
« bedience, periſh, not embracing * the Word of God the 
« Father, nor receiving liberty from the Son : as himſelf 
« ſays, 1f the Son ſhall make you free, ye foall be free in- 
„ deed. But being ignorant of him who, of a virgin, is 
« Immanuel, they are deprived of his gift, which is eter- 
nal life: but not receiving the word of incorruption 
(or, the incorruptible Word) they continue in mortal 
„ fleſh, and are debtors to death, rejecting the antidote of 
« life +. I forbear to ſay any thing further with reſpect 
O 3 to 

* Xoprearrec ſeems to have been the word uſed by Irengus; as, where 
the ſame expreſſion is repeated in the old tranſlation, à little n 


this verb is uſed in the original, as quoted ſrom Theodoret. 
} Rurſus autem qui nude tantùm hominem eum dicunt ex Joſeph ge- 


Veratum, perſeverantes in ſervitute priſtinz inobedientiz moriuntur, 
* | | nondum 
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to our author's conduct in this inſtance. It is too . 
to need any illuſtration. 
He informs us that he had — — in 
« one paſſage, had included them (Ebionites) in that ap- 
<, pellatian” (heretics), but on re- conſidering this paſſage, 
found that he had been miſtaken in his conſtruction of it, 
Since the Doctor has made ſuch thorough work. with this 
treatiſe againſt hereſies, it is pity, that he ſhould leave one 
paſſage in a ſuſpicious ſtate. He refers to the follqwing: 
« All heretics being untaught, and ignorant of the diſpen- 
<« ſations of God, and eſpecially of that which relates to 
% man, oppoſe their own ſalvation; ſome introducing a. 
« gather Father beſides the maker of the world ;—others, 
” not knowing the diſpenſation of the Vinyl ſay that 
« he 0 eſus) was begotten by Joſeph,“ Now, 
what is his proof? As Cerinthus, log; and o- 
e ther Gnoſtics, denied the miraculous conception as well 
e as the Ebionites, and all the reſt of this deſcription, 
„ both before and after this circumſtance, evidently be- 
« longs to the Gnoſtics only, and as in no other place 
whatever does he comprehend them in his definition of 
& hereſy, it is natural to conclude that he had no view to 
% them even here, but only to. thoſe Gnoſties, who, in 
„common 
nondum commixtum Verbum Dei Parris, neque per Filium percipientes 
libertatem, quemadmod um ipſe ait, Si Filius vos manumiſerit, vers li- 
beri eritis. Ignorantes autem eum qui ex Virgine eſt Emmanuel, pri- 
vantur munere ejus quod cſt vita eterna: non recipientes autem Verbum 


incorruptionis, perſeverant in carne mortali, et ſunt r H mor- 
tis, antidgtum vitz non accipientes. Lib. Vi. c. 21. 


ladocti omnes beretici, et ignorantes diſpoſitiones Dei, et iaſcii 
ejus quæ eſt ſecundum hominem diſpenſationis, quippe cxcutientes cir- 
ca +*/itatem, ipſi ſuz contradicunt ſaluti. Alii quidem alterum intro» 
du-ei.tes, preter Demiurgum, patrem.—Alii- autem mamiſeſtum adven» 
tum Ovmini cortemnunt, et incarnationem non recipientes., Ali; autem 


rurſns ignorantes Virginis diſpenſationem, ex. Joſeph. dicunt eum gener 
tatum, Lib. v.c. 19. 
ö 
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« common with them, denied the miraculous conception on 
But this is a moſt u#natural conclufion, For as the Ebion- 
ites denied the miraculous | conception as well as Cerin- 

thus, Ee. and as he mentions thoſe who did ſo by a mark. 
of diſtinction from others (ala), without ſpecifying any 
other error; it is certainly far more natural | to conclude 
that he had an eye to the Ebionites, accounting them he- 
retics for this reaſon as of itſelf ſufficient. It is, indeed, 
very evident, that he has previouſly referred to the doc- 
trine of Cerinthus and Carpocrates, in ſaying that © o- 
&« thers aſſert that the world was nate by cri ang” 
For he has formerly declared that this was the doQtrine of 
Carpocrates, and the account given of that of Cerinthus is 
not materially different. If the paſſage be read according 
to the older editions, he expreſsly mentions this doctrine 
of Cerinthus, in theſe words; „Others aſſert, that he 
(the Demiurgus) is greatly remote from him, who i is 
« according to them, the father, that he was of him- | 
« ſelf +,” Wc. According to other editions this language 
ſeems to be referred to that matter of which the world was 
made, 

The circumſtance of the reſt of the paſſage reſpecking 
the Gnoſtics, inſtead of being favourable to the Ebionites, 
is a proof of his great diſlike of them. For how would he 
otherwiſe claſs them with ſuch groſs heretics ? 

In the following chapter he refers to theſe Beretics before 
mentioned, without diſtinaion ; ſaying, © All theſe are 
much later than the biſhops to whom the Apoſtles com- 
+ mitted the churches, Thels heretics before mentioned, 


* fince 


* Vol. i. p. 283. 


1. Alii autem ab Angelis quibuſdam dicentes aum eſſe wid 
et ſubſtantiam ejus. Alii quidem, porro et longe ſeparatum ab eo, qui 


eſt ſecundum ipſos, patre, a ſemetipſo fuille, et 25 ex ſe natum. 
Iten. lib, v. c. 19. 8 N 
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,.v R to the truth, are under a neceſſity 
of going out of the right way, taking ſome one way and 
« ſome another; and on this account the veſtiges of their 
« doctrines are diffuſed without agreement or connexion, 
« But the way of thofe belonging to the Church, ſurround- 
« ing the whole earth, has one firm tradition from the 
« Apoſtles, and exhibits to us one and the ſame faith as 
« that of all.” Then he refers to a variety of articles men- 
tioned in the preceding chapter, oppoſing the truth to the 
particular tenets of the heretics referred * declaring that 
they © believe the ſame diſpoſition of the incarnation of 
„ the Son of God,—and expect the ſame advent of the 
« Lord *,” Even although Ebionites had not been ſo e- 
vidently pointed out, as one claſs ; from this circumſtance, 
we ſhould have been under a neceſſity of inferring, that 
Irenzus accounted all thoſe heretics, who departed from 
that one doctrine of the church concerning the incarna- 
tion. N 
To what we have already quoted from Dr P. he ſub- 
joins; “ If there be any other paſſage in Irenæus, in which 
« he calls, or ſeems to call the Ebionites heretics, I have 
% overlooked it +.” There is another paſſage, which, in 
one ſenſe, the Doctor has certainly overlooked. But he 
knows whether voluntarily or not. He, indeed, mentions ; 
0 55 this i 
* Omnes enim ii valde poſteriores quam Epiſcopi, quibus Apoſtoli 
tradiderunt Ecclefias.—Neceſſitatem ergo habent prædicti, hæretici, quo- 
niam ſint cæci ad veritatem, alteram et alteram ambulare exorbitantes viam: 
et propter hoc inconſonanter et inconſequenter diſperſa ſunt veſtigia doctri- 


ne ipſorum. Eorum autem qui ab Ecelefia ſunt ſemita, circumiens mundum 
univerſum, quippe firmam habens ab Apoſtolis traditionem, et videre nobis 
donans omnium unam et eandem eſſe fidem ; omnibus—eandem difpofi- 
tionem incarnationis Filii Dei credentibus, et eundem expectantibus a 
ventum Domini. Lib. v. c. 20. 


* 


f Vol, i. p. 283. 
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this paſſage. But his extract from it is perhaps the ſhorteſt , 
in the whole work. It conſiſts in theſe words, Van autem 

„ Ebionai. At the ſame time, he ſays, © The harſheſt 
« epithet that he applies to them js that of vans, which, 
« conſidering the manner of the ancients, is certainly very 
moderate *.” This epithet may, in fact, be harſher than 
that of heretici; as it ſeems to expreſs contempt. But 
there is no occaſion for any diſpute on this head, as he ap- 
plies both. Were it not that the bare aſſertion of a wri- 
ter of ſuch eminence as Dr P. may paſs with many for ar- 
gument, I ſhould have bluſhed at the den of attempting to 
prove a thing ſo obvious. | | 

From the beginning of this chapter, Irenzus illuſtrates 

the neceſſity of the incarnation of the Word, becauſe other- 
wiſe the Father could not be revealed, we could not imi- 
tate his example, we could not be redeemed from our cap- 
tivity, nor could we be delivered from our natural apo- 
ſtacy. Having premiſed theſe things, he ſays ; „ The Lord, 
« having redeemed us by his own bldod, and given his 
« ſoul for our ſouls, and his fleſh for our fleſh, (a doctrine 
believed by neither ancient nor modern Ebionites)—all 
« the doctrines of heretics have periſhed,” Here he had by 
eſpecially four kinds of heretios to oppoſe ; thoſe who de. 1 
nied that Chriſt actually came in the fleſh, thoſe who refu- 
ſed that he came in any other reſpect, thoſe who taught 
that he came into a world not created by him, and thoſe RY 
who denied one great fruit of his coming, the reſurrection I 
of the body, Theſe are the doctrines of heretics which he | 
has directly in his eye, and which he ſays have periſhed. This 
emphatic language is evidently meant as an introduction, ex- Ct, 
preſſive of their general character and common fate; and it is N 

immediately ſucceeded by a particular illuſtration as to each of 
mem. ( For they are vain, who ſay that he manifeſted himſelf _ 


6-5 
vol. i. p. 259. pink vs * 


* * 
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iu in appedrates only,” Er. Aſter diſplaying the vanity 
of this ſyſtem, he ſhows whom he had in view, by conclu- 


4 gt V. 
* 


ding with theſe words; Valentinians, therefore, are vain, 


« holding this doctrine, as they exclude the falvation of 
« the fleſh, and reprobate the work of God.” Then he 
immediately adds; * But the Ebionites alſo are vain, who 
& qo not by faith receive into their ſoul the union of God 
« and man, but continue in the leaven of the old genera- 
tion, Vc. 

After illuſtrating their doctrine, he proceeds to the Mar- 


f 


cionites, and then to thoſe who denied the reſurrection; 


ſtill applying to each of them the ſame epithet of van. 
Does not Irenæus at leaſt confornd the Ebionites with 


heretics in this place? Nay, can any doubt remain, that 


he here expreſsly calls them Beretics; or that, in the ac- 


count of Irenæus, they were on a foot with thoſe who de- 


nied the truth of Chriſt's human nature; as being equally 
enemies to the truth of redemption ; the one denying what 
was neceſſary for this work in a divine reſpe&, and the 
other in a human; ſo that between them both were loſt ? 


Nor can it be refuſed that he treats them in the ſame man- 
ner with thoſe who denied that Chrift came to his own, 


and ſuch as diſbelieved the reſurrection. 


* 


All theſe Irenæus 
had 


* Perierunt omnes hereticorum doctrine. Vari enim ſunt qui putative 
dicunt eum apparuiſſe—Yani igitur qui a Valentino ſunt, hoc dogma- 
tizarites, uti excludant ſalutem carnis, et reprobent plaſmationem Dei. 
Vani autem et Ebionzi, unitionem Dei et hominis per ſidem non recipi · 
entes in ſuam animam ; ſed in veteri generationis perſeygrantes fermento, 
neque intelligere volentes quoniam Spiritus ſanctus adFenit in Mariam.— 
Perſeverant autem in eo qui victus eſt Adam, et projectus eſt de para- 
diſo. B. v c. 1. Vun autem et qui in aliena dicunt Deum veniſſe, velut 
aliena concupiſcentem Veni axtem omnimodo, qui univerſam difpoſi- 

tionem Dei contemnunt, et carnis ſalutem negant, et regenerationem e- 
jus ſpernunt, dicentes non eam capacem eſſe incorruptibilitatis. Sie autem 


eundum hec videlicet, nec Dominus ſanguine ſuo redemit nos, Uc. Ib. 


"S 2. 
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had directly in his eye, becauſe they were all enemies to 
the work of redemption, the ſubje& propoſed by him in 
the beginning of this fifth book. For, according to his Ul. 
luſtration, if Jeſus had not our nature, he could not ſaffer ; 
if he had this only, he could not redeem; if he came not 
to his own, he had no right to engage in this work; and 
if there be no reſurrection, n 
of it, the redemption. of our body, | 

Before it can be proved that Irenzeus Send bleach call 
the Ebionites heretzcs, it muſt be ſhe wn, that when he pre- 
viouſly ſpeaks of all the doctrines of heretics, he had ove 
doctrine only in his eye; that of the Valentinians firſt 
mentioned. For as he deſcribes the Ebionites next, then the 
Marcionites, and laſtly thoſe who denied the reſurtection, all 
in the cloſeſt connexion, it would be tampering too far 
with the patience of the public, to pretend that he meant 
to ſtigmatize the firſt, and the two laſt as heretics, but had 
no defign to extend this character to the ſecond; but in- 
troduced them without the leaſt propriety. It muſt alſo 
be proved, that he uſed the term van, concerning the E- 
bionites, in quite a different ſenſe from that in whietr it is 
applied to the reſt. And from the whole, it muſt be ad- 
mitted as a native inference, that Irenzus, the diſciple of 
Polycarp, the diſciple of John, was ſo ignorant, or ſo wick- 
ed, as to claſs and confound thoſe with the groſſeſt heretics, 
who were the only genuine ſucceſſors of the apoſtles. 

Juſtia Martyr is alſo ſummoned to give his evidence. 
According to Dr P. he © makes no mention of Ebjontes, 
but ſpeaks of the Fewsf& Chriſtians ;—and'it is plain that 
he did not conſider all of them as heretics, But only thoſe 
** of them who refuſed to communicate with the Gentile 
** Chriſtians,—It is probable, that the Nazarenes or Ebion- 
* ites, were conſidered as in à ſtate of excommunication, 
merely becauſe they would have impoſed the law of 


* 


— * Moſey 
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« Moſes pats Gentiles e. Therefore, according to 
Juſtin, Ebionites were heretics, our author himſelf being 
judge. He, indeed, wiſhes to reſt Juſtin's opiniou of their 
hereſy ſolely on this point. But from the ſame paſſage it 
is evident, that he makes a belief of the pre-exiſtence of 
Chriſt a term of ſa/vation. If he accounted it neceſſary 
that thoſe, of whom he ſpeaks, ſhould believe that Jeſus 
_ exiſted © before the morning-ſtar,” Wc. it is natural to think 
that he would make this point a term of communion alſo, 
For we cannot ſuppoſe that theſe fathers imagined that one 
who avowedly held a doctrine, the belief of which con- 
vinced them that he had no fellowſhip with the Head, 
might, notwithſtanding, enjoy the moſt i intimate fellowſhip 
with the members, 

Dr P. obſerves that © Ruffinus makes the hereſy of E- 
* bion to conſiſt in enjoining the obſervance of the Jewiſh 
law +.” Here he quotes the language of that expoſition 
of the Creed commonly aſcribed to Ruffinus. But one 
thing is certain. This writer confounds Ebion with here- 
#:cs, For he ſays, in the preceding ſedtion; And many 
* others have aſſembled churches, as Marcion, as Valenti- 
% nus, as Ebion, as Manichzus, as Arius, and all the other 
* heretics 1. He places him in the very centre of the he- 
retical groupe. 

But his only mentioning Ebion's adherence to. the law 
will not prove that he reckoned him a heretic ſolely on 
this account ; unleſs it can be demonſtrated that he did 
not account thoſe heretics, who, without this legal attach- 
ment, denied the deity of our Saviour. But immediately 
before, he mentions it as one branch of the hereſy of Mar- 


Vol. i. p. 2017 203. 1 Ibid, p. 203. 


{ Multi enim et alii eccleſias congregarunt, ut Marcion, ut Valenti- 
pus, ut Mebion, at Manichzus, ut Arius, et c#teri omnes heretici. Sed! 
37. Oper. Cypritni, p. 575. 


1 


cion, that he denied © that the Father made the world by 
« his Son.” And a little-after, he declares it to be the 
«counſel of vanity” (language commonly applied to he- 
retics from the time of Irenzus at leaſt) which Paulus 
« Samoſatenus and Photinus held, that Chriſt did not exiſt 
« before ages, generated of the Father, but had his begin- 


« ning from Mary; and that he was not God born man, 


4 but of man made God #,” 


But we know that Ruffinus wrote in f an age, in which, 
according to our author, the greateſt account was made of 
the doctrine of the Trinity; ſo that perfect ſoundneſs in 
« that article might be ſuppoſed to have atoned for defects 
in other things T.“ It is, therefore, aſtoniſhing that he 
can venture to quote this writer as favourable to him; 
when, according to his own principles, he muſt be aſſured 
that Ruffinus could not but think that the want of 4 ſound- 
« neſs in this article,” was Ebion's greateſt hereſy. The 
only argument that can be derived from this paſſage forci- 


bly ſtrikes againſt our author, being a fortiori. If * the | 
« greateſt account was made of this doctrine, the denial _ 


of it muſt have been the greateſt hereſy, As Ruffinus ac- 
counted Ebion a heretic merely for his adherence to the 
law, much more muſt he have done ſo for his denial of the 
divinity of Chriſt. But he does not mention the latter; either 
becauſe he ſimply confidered Ebion as the father of all 


who rigidly adhered to the law, whether they denied the 


- divinity of Chriſt, or not; or merely, as Dr P. ſays of 
Epiphanius, becauſe he wiſhed to diverſify the hereſies he 
| Was 
* Concilium vanitatis eſt, quod Paulus Samoſatenns, et poſt ejus ſuc- 
ceſſor Photinus aſſeruit, Chriſtum non fuiſſe ante ſecula, ſed ex Maria 


cepiſſe: et non eum Deum hominem natum, ſed ex homine Deum ex- 
iſtimat fatum, Exp. in Symb, ſe. 38. 


+ Vol. iii. p. 186. 
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was enumerating. Beſides, as this adheresce to the Jaw 
was of itſelf a ſufficient proof of hereſy, and as it 
ed to no other in his liſt, he might mention it ſingly. 
Our author now returns to Tertullian. There is,” 
he fays, * ſomething very particular in the conduct of 
Tertullian with reſpect to the Ebionites. He ſpeaks of 
the hereſy of Ebion (of which he makes but the lighteſt 
mention in his Treatiſe againſt hereſy in general), as 
_ 4 confiſting in the obſervance of Jewiſh ceremonies, and 
yet he ſays that © John, in his epiſtle, calls thoſe chiefly An- 
* tichriſts; who denied that Chriſt came in the fleſh, and 
* who did not think that Jeſus was the Son of God, mean- 
ing, probably, a ditbelief of the miraculous conception. 
+ The former, he ſays, Marcion held, the latter Ebion.“ 
There is, indeed, ſomething very particular in the conduct 
of our author here. Undoubtedly what he aims at, is to 
make it doubtful, whether Tertullian himſelf reckoned the 
Ebionites heretics, merely becauſe of their denying the 
| deity of Chriſt, In order to prove this, he obſerves that 
Tertullian ſpeaks of the hereſy of Ebion as conſiſting 
jn the obſervance of Jewiſh ceremonies.” But it muſt be 
evident that the ancient writer does not mean this as his 
only hereſy. For it is in the ſame ſection that he men- 
tions him as one of the Antichriſts whom the epiſtle of 
John reſpects. What he fays is ſimply this; Paul 
„writing to the Galatians, inveighs againſt the obſervers 
« and defenders of circumcifion and the law. This is K- 
« hion's hereſy *.” Nay, Dr P. cannot object to our trank- 
lating it, This is @ hereſy of Ebion.” For he urges 
this as the true verſion of the ſame expreſſion in Jerom +. 
Therefore, 


Ad Galatas ſcribens, invehitur in obſervatores et defenſores circum- 
cificnis et legis. Hebionis eſt hereſis. De Preſeript. ſ. 33. p. 337+ 
I 4 Uique hodie—inter Judæos haereſis e bec. According to Dr P.; 
« It is to this very day,—a hereſy among the LIN 11 Tk lit. p. 170, 
171. See above, p. 88. 
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Therefore, our author, e Ms et 
conftruftion, to which he certainly ought. to adhere, carries 
the matter too far, when he aſſerts that Tertullian © ſpeaks 
« of the hereſy of Ebion as conſiſting in the obſervance of 
Jewiſh ceremonies.” 

But the deſign of Tertullian is to ſhew the . of 
the Apoſtolical doctrine to particular herefies. He afferts 
that the firſt epiſtle of Paul to the Corinthians oppoſes thoſe 
who deny the reſurrection, as the Sadducees, Marcion, 
Appelles and Valentinus. Afterwards he points out the 
ſcope of Paul's Epiſtles to Timothy, of the Revelation, 
and of the firſt epiſtle of John. As he only expreſſes the 


ſcope and principal deſign of each of the epiſtles mention- 


ed, and as that to the Galatians is eſpecially levelled againſt 
the doctrine of the neceſſity of the law ; when ſpeaking of 
this epiſtle, he could not with propriety introduce. any other 
hereſy of Ebion. But with equal juſtice might it be ſaid, 
that he ſuppoſed Marcion chargeable with. no other 


than the denial of the reſurrection; becauſe this is the only | 


one he mentions in his account of the firſt epiſtle to the 
Corinthians, However, he introduces him twice afterwards, 


in the ſame ſection, when the particular ſcope of other parts 


of the New Teſtament gave him a proper opportunity of 


referring to his other hereſies. His conduct is the very 


fame with reſpe& to Ebion. 

But Dr P. alſo aſſerts that Tertullian <4 makes but the 
flighteſt mention” of the hereſy of Ebion, © in his Trea- 
* uſe againſt hereſies in general.“ What can our author 
mean by the flighteft mention? Are we to judge of the 
greatneſs of the hereſy by the multitude of words employ- 
ed about it? Then, ſurely, in Tertullian's apprehenſion, 
Ewon's hereſy was greater than that of the Sadducees, of 


the Nicolaitans, of the Cainites, of Simon Magus; for in the 


ſection referred to they are only. once 8 but Ebion 
L 


twice: 


— 


+ 
" 
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twice : : Is it 4 but the ſlighteſt mention” of this heretic, 
that, in ſo ſhort a treatiſe, his errors are introduced no lef 


than four different times? If this be too little, the writer 


ſupplies the defect in another work, in which he introduces 


him again and again; nay, ſpends a whole er. on 


him *. 

| The ld Gentleman, indeed, i is not eaſily ſatisfied as 
to his proofs of hereſy. If a writer enlarge confiderably 
on the errors of Ebion, and multiply hard names; * his 


„ hatred, and of courſe his miſrepreſentation of. then are 


very conſpicuous +.” Thus his teſtimony goes for no- 
thing, as far as it is unfavourable. If another, in his 
ordinary way, write conciſely, he © makes but the {lighteſt | 
mention of” their hereſy. Neither of them can be de- 
pended on. One witneſs is too minute, Therefore, his 
teſtimony cannot be the tale of truth. Another is too ge- 
neral. Therefore, no certain inference can be drawn. E- 
piphanius fays too much, and Tertullian too little. A moſt 
ingenious expedient, indeed, for getting rid of any kind of 


evidence ! 


But this is not all. Tertullian mentions Ebion as an an- 
tichrift, becauſe he © did not think that Jeſus was the Son 


4 of God.” Here Dr P. throws in « happy parentheſis, 


© meaning, probably, a diſbelief of the miraculous con- 
% ception.” I beg leave to aſk, if he really thinks this 


probable ? Did not Tertullian believe, not only the mira- 


culous conception, but the real deity of Chriſt? Did not 
Ebion deny the one, as well as the other ? Could -Tertul- 


lian be at any loſs to know this? Does any orthodox wri- 


ter ever ſpeak of Chriſt as the Son of God, meaning to ex- 
clude his divinity? With ſuch a writer, is not this always 


— the proper and ſpecific ſenſe of the expreſſion? Is there 


* 3 ; then 
De Carne Chriſti, c. 18. Vid. etiam, 9414 24. | 


* 


f Vol. iii. p. 205. 
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then the leaſt ſhadow @ eben) in Gbr DEP: 
pretends to ſuppoſe? It would be juſt as natural a conjec- 
ture, that Tertulhan denied the divinity of our Saviour. 
For here this expreſſion, the Son of God, muſt neceſſarily be 
underſtood in Tertullian's own ſenſe. 

Did any writer, meeting with theſe words as uſed by 
Dr P., Jeſul the Son of God, and knowing the Doctor's 
principles, notwithſtanding. remark “ meaning probably, 
« that he is God equal with the Father;“ what would 5. 


think of the writer's integrity? Tertullian elſewhere ex- 


plains the ſenſe he affixed to this expreſſion, in the moſt 
unexceptionable manner ; giving Chriſt the charaQters of 
God and Son of God, in conjunction; as oppoſed to © the 
« opinion of Hebion, who held him to be a mere man.” 
Here he ſhews that Chriſt “ could have God Wy his Father, 

„without a human mother “.“ 

But our author found it neceſſary to throw a little duſt 
on this teſtimony of Tertullian. For he muſt have been 
conſcious that, had he admitted it without heſitation, ac- 
cording to the ordinary ſenſe of the writer, he ruined the 
whole of his own proof as to the nature of hereſy. 

Dr P. at length ſums up his evidence. Upon the 
„whole,“ he ſays, © the conduct of Tertullian very much 
« reſembles that of Irenæus, who, without claſſing the E- 

* bionites with heretics, expreſſes = diſlike of their 
da P doctrine 


* Oui autem ſpicitus Dei et virtus Altiſſimĩ non poteſt infra angelos ha- 
beri, Deus ſcilicet et Dei Filius. Quanto ergo dum hominem geſtat, 
rior angelis factus eſt, tanto nondum angelum geſtat. Poterat hec 
opinio Hebioni convenire, qui nudum hominem, et tantum ex lemine 
David natum, non item et Dei Filium conſtituit Jeſum. De Carne Chriſti, 
e 14. Vacavit enim viri ſemen, apud habentem Dei ſemen. Itaque 
ficut nondum natus ex Virgine, patrem Deum habere potuit fine homine 
matre : æque cum de Virgine vaſceretur, potuit matrem habere — 
hue homine patre. Ib. c. 18. 


x 
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© doctrine *,” What the intl of Irenzus was we have 
already ſeen. - Let us now attend to Dr P.'s. He begins 
this chapter with theſe words; © I have obſerved that Ter. 
« tallian is the firſt Chriſtian writer who expreſsly calls the 
_ « Ebionites heretics.” We thought it was well, if our au- 
thor would hold to this. But his obſervations ſeem to make 

but a very light impreſſion upon himſelf, whatever they 


make upan the reader. For before he has travelled through 3 


four pages, he loſes all the benefit of them. This cauſes 
much unneceſſary trouble, 'not to the reader only, but to 
_ himſelf, For had he barely remembered that, in page 201, 
he had recorded it as his own obſervation, that . Tertul- 
« han —expreſsly calls the Ebionites heretics,” without 
troubling himſelf to recolle& whether he was the firſt to do 
ſo or not; there would have been no occaſion for infinua- 
ting in p. 205, that he does not even “ claſs the Ebionites 
with heretics.” 

But as the Doctor ſeems to 1555 forgot the paſſages in 
Tertullian, on which he founded his introductory ob/er- 
vation, we muſt endeavour to refreſh his memory a little: 
Does not Tertullian * claſs the Ebionites with heretics,” 
when, after deſcribing the errors of Carpocrates, and ob- 
ſerving that after him the heretic Cerinthus broke forth, he 
adds; . His ſucceſſor was Ebion ?” Could Ebion be the 
ſucceſſor of Cerinthus in any other ſenſe, than as being a 
heretic? Tertullian ſhews, indeed, that they differed conſi- 
derably. But he certainly means, that the one ſucceeded 
the other in his heretical character in general; and in as far 
as they agreed, the ſucceſſion was the cloſer. Although 
it were true, as ſome apprehend, that the addition to the 
Preſcriptions was not the work of Tertullian, we are not 


deſtitute of other evidence that he accounted the Ebionites 
Ps 


9 Fox 
L Vol. ii p. 205. | 
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For he ſays in another place; What Eſaias throws 
« out in beating down theſe heretics, and eſpecially, Wo to 
« them who make ſweet bitter, and darkneſs light, denotes 
e thoſe, vis. who do not preſerye words in the light of their 
proper meaning; as that a /oul is nothing but what it is 
« called, and fleſh no other than what it ſeems, and God no 
other than what he is declared to be. NN 
Marcion, he ſays, I am God, and there is none elſe ; 
when elſewhere he ſpeaks in the ſame manner, 8 me 
« there was no God, I know not what genealogies of the 

« ons of the Valentinians he ſtrikes at. And, He is born, 
« not of blood, nor of the will of the fleſh, and of man, but 
« of God, he replies to Ebion“ Pray, does Tertullian 
claſs the Ebionites with heretics here? It will, perhaps, be- 
cur to many readers, that there is one feature of ſome mo- 
dern heretics as exactly delineated by Tertullian, as if they 
had ſat for the likeneſs. I need not ſay that it is that of 
not preſerving the natural meaning of language. As this 
has evidently been an original trait, its freſhneſs is unim- 
paired by the revolution of ages. 

Tertullian expreſsly declares that Unitarian 8 
which excludes a Trinity, to be hereſy. The Devil,” he 
ſays,“ hath variouſly contended againſt the truth. He hath 
* endeavoured ſometimes, by defgnding, to deſtroy it. He 


P 2 l maintains 
* Quod enim Efaias jaculatur in ſugillatione hæreticorum ipſorum, et 


in primis, Væ, qui faciunt dulce amarum, et tenebras lucem : iſtos ſci- 
licet notat, qui nec vucabula iſta in luce proprietatum ſuarum conſer- 
vant; ut anima non alia fit quam que vocatur, et caro non alia fit quam 
videtur, et Deus non alius quam qui prædicatur. Ideo etiam Marcionem 
proſpiciens, Ego ſum, inquit Deus: et alius- abſque me non eſt. Et 
cum alias idipſum eodem modo dicit : Ante me Deus non fuit, neſcio quas 
illas Valentinianorum Tonum genealogias pulſat. Et, Non ex fan- 
guine, neque ex carnis et viri voluntate, ſed ex Deo, natus eſt, Hebioni 
teſpondit. De Carne Clullti, c. 34. 


maintains one Lord, the Almi;;ty Creator of the world, 
« that even of this one he may make vereſy . | 

As Clemens Alexandrinus ſays that hereſy woke) in the 
reign of Adrian, Dr P. attempts to ſhew that he means 
Gnoſlics only; becauſe * it is well known that Baſilides and 
the moſt diſtinguithed of the Gnoſtics made their appear- 
« ance” in that age f. But according to our author's con- 
ceſſion; - it may be conjectured that by the Peratici Cle- 
% mens meant the Ebionites 1. Now, as He mentions theſe 
heretics in that very place where he makes the rife of he- 
| reſy coeval with Adrian; unleſs Dr P. means to grant that 
Ebionites were Gnoſtics, the attempt to prove that the lat- 
ter only were meant by Clemens, 1s . of that an. 
dour which he profeſſes. 

It is no objection, that “ this is the only . in which 
&« the word ¶Peratici) occurs,” For other heretics are men- 
tioned here, who do not make their appearance in any 
other part of the writings of Clemens. But if they are 
once mentioned under this character, it is as good as if they 
had been mentioned a thouſand times. It really ſhews 
what they were in the eſtimation of Clemens, and of the 
Catholic church to which he belonged. . 

If Dr P., however, cannot diſprove the title that Ebio- 
nites had to this name, he will confine it as much as poſſible. 
« As the ſtrict Ebionites,“ he ſays, held no communion 
* with the Gentile Chriſtians, it is very poſlible that Cle- 
« mens might inſert them in a catalogue of heretics, and 
&« allude to them under the name of Peratici, without in- 

« tending any cenſure of their doctrine concerning Chriſt f. 
, But 


* Varie diabolus æmulatus eſt veritatem. Adfectavit illam aliquando 


defendendo concutere. Unicum Dominum vindicat omnipotentem mun- 
di conditorem, ut et de unico hereſim faciat. Adverſ. Praxean. c. 1, 


+ Vol. i. p. 285. þ Ib. p. 286. | $ lb. p. 286. 
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But had Clemens referred to their Judaiſm only, he would 
never have included them in a lift of heretics, who had 


their origin in the time of Adrian. For there were Ju- 


daizing heretics, who refuſed communion with Gentiles, 
whatever name Dr P. pleaſes to give them, as early as the 
time of the Apoſtle Paul. It is-juſt as pofible that a mo- 
dern Trinitarian ſhould account the Ebionites heretics, only 
on account of their attachment to the , as that Clemens 
ſhould do ſo. 

The Doctor further bjecds wa. according to o Clemens, 
« this was a name given them from their place of reſidence, 
and therefore, did not include the Unitarians among the 
« Gentiles.” But it would ſeem that this, work of Cle- 
mens was written before the latter made any conſiderable 
figure. At any rate, as one branch of the Phryge, here 
mentioned by him, denied the Trinity, as will be after- 
wards proved, it will be difficult for Dr P. to ſhew that 
Clemens did not mean to include. Mn Unitarians i in * 
deſignation. 

Dr P. tus collected a variety of „„ 
which he defines hereſy, and gives ſome general characters 
of heretics. His defign is to prove that the ancient writer 
meant Gnoſtics only . But what avails all this? Does not 
Dr P. know that Origen deſcribes the Ebionites as having 
no connexion with the church ? Does he not know that he 
expreſsly calls them heretics ? It is impoſſible that he can be 
ignorant of this. For he elſewhere refers to the very paſ- 
ſages in which Origen gives tuis account of matters. But 
this he has either himſelf forgot, or he did not wiſh his 
reader to remember it. We have formerly quoted one 
paſſage expreſs to this purpoſe +. But the ſame writer elſe- 
where ſays; There are certain herefes which do not re- 
* ceive the epiſtles of the Apoſtle Paul, as the Ebionites ot 

n b both 

Vol. i. p 290.—293. + Sce above, p. 71. 72. 
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. both kinds, and thoſe who are called Eneratites . Dr 
P. might, with equal juſtice and honeſty, affirm that Origen 
here meant the Encratites only as heretics, as endeavour to 
- perſuade the reader, from other paſſages, that he confined 
his ideas of hereſy to the Gnoſtics, 
The author of the Apoſtolical Conftitutions, which are 
ſuppoſed to have been written about the end of the ſecond, 
or beginning of the third century, regkons the Ebionites 
amongſt the wicked Jewiſh heretics +. This work muſt 
have been written before the age of Origen. For the au- 
thor knew none, called Ebionites, who acknowledged the 
miraculous conception. 1 
In attempting to prove that Gnoſtics were the only he- 
retics, our author lays hold of a very trifling circumſtance. 
« Firmilian, writing to Cyprian, on the ſubject of rebap- 
« tizing heretics, in anſwer to one Stephanus,“ (he ſpeaks 
of that famous biſhop of Rome, as if he had nevet been 
heard of before) happens to mention the names of no heretics 
but Gnoſtics f. But this will not prove that he accounted 
no others heretics. Cyprian and Firmilian lived in the ſtrict- 
eſt fellowſhip. Now, in another letter on the ſame fub- 
ject, the former expreſsly mentions the Patripaſhans (whom 
Dr P. calls Unitarians) as heretics ||. Therefore, they muſt 
have been viewed in the ſame hght by Firmilian. 
ö But 


® Eos ye rute aigior; Tas Tlaviy wires TY aT05oAU Pl : 
TgoToipeeva, woTtg EC. ve af, xa o Eu. Eyxgęære- 
ral. Ib. p. 274. | = 

+ Ex peter &y xa e Ivdaine; oa; higihd if; Kg. 4 6 
"0? nay wy Oarwris EC Toy vier r Orv J a 
1 Buro, 18 „dene adees, cal rvurrexy; lwon® xa: Magis 
avroy yimwrrts. Lib. 6. c. 6. Patr. A poſt. vol. 1. p. 333. 

2 Vol. i p. 293. Epiſt. Firmilian, f. 4. Op. Cyprian. p. 236·. 
 Patripaſſiani,=ct ceterz hereticorum peſtes, Ep, Jubaian. . 4 
N 219. : | 
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But it is a very odd circumſtance that Dr P. ſhould fix 
on Firmilian as favourable to his views: when we find, 
from the epiſtle of the Synod of Antioch, that this very 
perſon came twice from Cappadocia to Antioch, for the pur- 
poſe of enquiring into the doctrines of Paul of Samoſata, 
and condemned them as heretical; and that he died on his 
way to that Synod in which Paul was depoſed *. 

Upon the whole, it may bo odferved, tha ban mip. de 
againſt modern heretics would need to be careful as to their 
language. For although they © expreſs great diſlike. of 
their doctrine,“ if they do not expreſsly call them here- 
tics, and give them hard names; it is an hundred to one, 
if their ſucceſſors, a century. or two hence, do not plead 
that Socinian Unitarians were, not accounted heretics in this 
age; nay, that Unitarianiſm was the prevailing doctrine in 
Britain, towards the cloſe of the eighteenth century. 


CHAP. vm. 
Of the Ge of ancient and modern Unitarian. 


| D* PatesTLEY devotes a great * of his firſt * | 
to an examination of the origin, ertors and peculiar 
character of the Gnoſtics. In this he has a twofold deſign; 
to prove that they were the only heretics in early times, and 
therefore, that this character did not belong to Unitarians ; 
and alſo to impreſs his reader with the idea, that the doc- 
trine of the Holy Trinity in a great meaſure owed its ori- 
gin to their abſurd and heretical tenets. - At firſt, he works 
under covert ; but at length, he boldly „ 
againſt Chriſtianity. $5 
He cannot conceal his defign ,even in the commencement 
of this inquiry. n 
N he 
* Euf, Hiſt, I. 3. c. 30. vol. i. p. 360. 14 
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he ſays, © which overſpread the whole Chriſtian world, 
and which is ſtill the prevailing opinion in all Chriſtian 
countries, —was preceded by that ſyſtem of doctrine 
« which is generally called Gnoftici/m .“ He profeſſes to 


give © only an outline of this ſyſtem. But this,” he ſays, 


« will contain a view of all their diſtinguiſhing tenets, 


„ ſhewing the dependence they. have on each other, and 


« eſpecially their influence with reſpe& to Chriſtianity, as 
« jt was held by thoſe who were not Gnoſtics, and as it con · 
* tinues to be held by many at this day 4.” He expreſſes 
himſelf ſtill more fully. It appears to me, that the Gno- 
« ſtics had advanced ſo many ſpecious arguments to prove 
« that the Supreme Being himſelf was not the immediate 


Maker of the world, and the author of the Jewiſh diſ- 


« penſation, that the orthodox Chriſtians were ſtaggered by 
« them, and ſo far conceded to their adverſaries, as to allow 
that the Being who made the world, and who appeared to 
„ the patriarchs and prophets, was not the Supreme God 
« himſelf. 'On this account, they might be the more rea- 
« dily induced to adopt the principles of the Platoniſts, 
* and of Philo, who ſaid that the world was made, and that 


e the law was given, by the divine Logos perſonified. This 


„ being the Son of God, they ſaid he muſt be the ſame with 
„ (rid. In fact, the orthodox uſed many of the ſame ar- 
«< euments with the Gnoſtics, to prove that the Supreme 
« Being was not the ſame perſon who ſpake to the pa- 
« triarchs 1.“ . 
How much the Doctor has had this matter at heart, du 
ring the progreſs of his work, appears from his conclufion. 
There he profeſſedly points out the remains of the Oriental 
or Platonic philoſophy in modern ſyſtem of Chriſtianity. 
He confiders the © fingle doctrine of an immaterial ſoul in 


man, capable of ſubſiſting, aud of having both ſenſation 


« and ; 
ann, t Ib. p. 146. 4 Ib. p. 173. 
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« and action, when the body is in the grave,—as the foun- 
« dation on which almoſt every corruption of Chriſtianity 
« reſts.” For had this doctrine never been known, “ it is 
« hardly poſſible,” he ſays, © that the pre- exiſtence of 
« Chriſt would ever have been imagined *. He alſo views 
the union of the Soul to God as a Platonit doctrine which 
did great hurt. He conſiders: the doctrine of the creation 
of the world by the Son, as derived, partly from the Gno- 
ſtics, and partly from the Platoniſts 4 However different, 
and in many reſpects oppoſite, the Gnoſtic and Platonic 
ſyſtems were, Dr P. calls in the aid of both, in order to 
find a human origin for the fundamental doctrines of Re- 
velation. It muſt be acknowledged, however, that he is 
indebted to neither of theſe ſyſtems for his doctrine con- 

cerning the ſoul. It claims the honour of derivation from 
the Saddncees and Epicureans. 

The learned Gentleman, in his theory with reſpect to 
the origin of the Trinity, turns the chace upon the ortho- 
dox. He 1s not ſatisfied with ſhewing, as he fondly ima- 
gines, that Gnoſtics were the only heretics, and of conſe- 
quence, that his good friends the Ebionites were worthy 
Chriſtians, He puſhes the matter farther. He wiſhes it 
to appear, that the Trinitarian doctrine acknowledges this 
heretical ſource. He cannot prove that its ancient friends 
were really accounted heretics, But he hopes to prove 
what 1s not a oy ERA ee e 
lerved no better character. | 

I have no inclination merely to recriminate. But there 
are various lineaments in the likeneſs of the Gnoſtics, as 
_ delineated by Dr P. himſelf, which even to a careleſs ob- 
ſerver, muſt forcibly ſuggeſt the idea of Unitarians, as the 
only Chriſtians in whom the reſemblance is preſerved ; and 
others, of which they exhibit, at leaſt, the moſt perfect fi- 
militude. 


4 Vol. iv. p 288, 9. + Ibid. p. 299. 
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militude. This charge is not new. It is brought by Epi- 
phanius. Our author, indeed, teſtiſies great diſſatisfaction 
with his conduct. Another moſt extraordinary and high - 


ly improbable allegation of Epiphanius,“ he ſays,“ with 


reſpect to the Ebionites, is his charging them with the 


« peculiar doctrines of the Gnoſtics; which is contrary to 


* the teſtimony, I may ſafely ſay, of all other ancient 


« writers; it being commonly ſaid by them that the he- 
« reſy of the Ebionites was the very reverſe of that of the 
Gnoſtics ®.” What authority Dr P. has for the latter 
aſſertion, I know not. He has not quoted a fingle ancient 
writer as ſaying this: and it might not have been unne · 
ceſſary, when contradicting one who ſaid the- contrary. 
But although the aſſertion were true, it is no unuſual n 


for extremes to meet. 


When ancient writers nts this reſemblance be- 
tween Unitarians and Gnoſtics, it is not to be ſuppoſed that 
they referred to all to whom the latter name has been gi- 
ven. For the principles of ſome of theſe called Gnoſtics 
were directly oppoſite to thoſe of others. Dr P. obſerves, 
that there were two diſtin kinds of Gnoſtics, the Jews 
and the Gentiles . It is, therefore, natural to ſuppoſe that 


if the Ebionites, who were a Jewiſh ſect, had any affinity 


to Gnoſtics, it would be eſpecially to thoſe of their own na- 
tion. That Tertullian, or the author of the Addition to 
his Preſcriptions, was perſuaded of this, is evident from 
his ſaying that © Ebion was the ſucceſſor of Cerinthus f.“ 
Our author makes no doubt. of 35 being à Gnoſtic, He 
even places him at the head of theſe heretics, granting 
that * according to the unanimous teſtimony of ecclefiaſh- 
cal hiſtory, the Jewiſh Gnoſtics appear before any o- 
* thers'f. * vt P. who has Fong the ſyſtem of anti- 
\ ; quity 
# Vol. iii. p. 206. 4 Vol, i. p. 143. {| De Prezſcript. e. 48. 
S Vol. i. p. 143. 
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quity to greater perfection than any of his predeceſſors, 
caſts off the Cerinthians, indeed, as heretics. But the So- 
cinians of the laſt century were ſo fully convinced of the 
affinity between them and Ebionites, that they had no 
ſcruple to acknowledge the former as genuine believers. 
While they conſidered the Ebionites as ſucceeding the Ce- 
rinthians, they confeſſed themſelves to be the ſuccefſors of 
both ®. A Socinian of the laſt century, who wrote a Pre- 
face to Schlichting's Expoſition of ix paſſages of Scripture 
concerning the Trinity, in tracing the pedigree of the ſeQ, 
honeſtly carried it up to the Gnoſtic Carpocrates, whom he 
conjoins with Ebion +. 
Irenzus ſeems to have had the ſame idea. For he un- 
doubtedly claſſes the Ebionites, not only with Jewiſh, but 
with Gentile Gnoſtics tg. How much ſoever heretics differ - 
ed, it was his opinion that they all, Ebionites as well as 
Gnoſtics, originated from the errors of Simon Magus. 
Therefore, he prefaces the account of his abominations 
with theſe words; As therefore the detection and con- 
« yiftion of all hereſies is various and manifold, and it is 
«« propoſed by us to oppoſe them all, according to the 
character of each; we have judged it neceſſary firſt to 
give an account of their fountain and root, that know- 
ing their greateſt depth, you may underſtand the nature 
of the tree which has been productive of ſuch fruits. 
For Simon of Samaria,” Ve ||. £ 
* Judgment of the Fathers touching the Trinity, g Dr Bull's De- 
tence; Fathers Vindicated, p. 78. , 


5 Confutat, Vol. i. * b 
} Lib. i. pr”; v. e. I, 


Cum fit igitur a verſus omnes hereticos detectio atque conviftio va · 
ria et multifaria, et nobis propoſitum eſt omnibus iis, ſecundum ipſorum 
* characterem, 


e  Gnofticiſm Bock v. 


It is no inconfiderable proof of that intimate connexion 
ſuppoſed by the ancients to ſubſiſt between theſe berefies, 
that while Irenæus calls the heretic, whom the Apoſtle 
John met with in the bath, Cerinthus, Epiphanius ſays it 

was Ebion. To this we may add, that, whereas ſome ſay 
that John wrote his Goſpel in oppoſition to the errors of 
Cerinthus, Jerom affirms that he meant to oppoſe thoſe of 
Ebion *. 
It is undeniable, that the Ebionites a Jewiſh Gnoſtic 
did n t differ more from each other, than the Unitarians of 
the laſt, and of the preſent century. The difference between 
them was not ſo great, as that between ſome Gnoſtics and 
others, to whom the ſame general name was given. 
1. The primitive Chriſtians believed that the world was 
made by the Son of God. They ſeem to have conſidered 
the Kbionites as on a foot with Gnoſtics, becauſe of their 
_ oppoſition to this doctrine. This appears from a paſſage in 
the poetical work againſt Marcion, aſcribed to Tertullian. 
Even ſuppoſing that it was not written by him, it illuſtrates 
the opinion of the ancients as to this point. Ebion,” the 
writer ſays, taught that Chriſt was born of the ſeed of 
« man, and that men ought to be circumciſed, and ob- 
« ſerve the law; reſuming the legal elements, the ſpiritual 
„intention being loſt. But 1 am unwilling particularly 
to deſcribe every kind of wickedneſs, or to expreſs all 
« the ſources or names. My defign is, by a few ſufficiently 
« horrid, to give an idea of many, and of thoſe men whoſe 
« wickedneſs ſurpaſſes 2 and who are the fell in · 
« ſtruments 
= characterem, contradicere, neceſſarium arbitrati ſumus prius referre fon- 
| tem et radicem eorum, uti ſublimiſſimum ipſorum Bythum cognoſcens, 


intelligas arborem, de qua defluxerunt tales fruftus*: Simon enim 82. 
marites, &c, Lib. i. c. 19, 20. 


1 # De Scriptor, Ecclef, in Joan. 
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« ſtruments of the Dragon, who 'now ſecretly utters ſo 
4 much villany, by them who are ſtill labouring to cen- 
« ſure the Maker of the world *.” The wnter particularly 
mentions Ebion, though he paſſes over many others. Nay, 
though the work be levelled againſt Marcion, and other 
Gnoſtics, Ebion is claſſed with them. He is evidently con- 
fidered as one of the accuſers of the Maker of the world, 
becauſe he denied the Son by whom it was made. 08 
can aſſign no other reaſon for this claſſification. 

2. The early Gnoſties and Ebionites equally denied the 
miraculous conception. Carpocrates and Cerinthus are char- 
ged with this error + They agreed in aſſerting that Jeſus 
was a mere man, only ſuperior to all others in righteouſ- 
« neſs, prudence and wiſdom t.“ This circumſtance is 
=_y proved, indeed, by the Doctor himſelf, © It ap- 

« pears,” he ſays, that the earlieſt and moſt diltin- 


« guiſhed of the Gnoſtics agreed with the ancient * 1 


« rians, in diſbelieving the mitaculous conception g.“ This 
ſhews that they had none of that antipathy at matter, wh 
diſtinguiſhed the later Gnoſtics. 

Dr P. endeavours to account for a circumſtance ſo extra- 
ordinary as that of the agreement of Gnoſtics and Unita- 
rians in this reſpect, in the following manner: Now, 
| « what 

„ Hebioni Chriſtum ſuaſit de ſemine natum, 
Et circumcidi docuit, legique vacare, 
Fontibus amiſſis elementa reſumere legis. 
Extremum facinus verbis extendere nolo, 
Aut omnes cauſas, aut nomina dicere euncta. 
Eſt per pauca ſatis crudelia multa notare, 
Intandoſque homines atque organa ſzva draconis, 


Per quos nunc tantum ſceleris fine teſte locuti, 
Semper faQtorem mundi culpare laborant. 


| | Adverſ. Marcion, I. 1. 
{ Iren. I, i. c. 24, 25. bid. 8 Vol. iv. p. 96. 
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c hat could bring perſons ſo oppoſite to each other, as 
« the Unitarians and Gnoſtics are always repreſented to 
% have been, to agree in this one thing, but ſuch hiſtorical 
6 evidence as was independent of any particular ſyſtem of 
« Chriſtian faith *?” evidence, he means, of the falfity of 
« the narrative, in the goſpels of Matthew and Luke, con- 
cerning the conception. This is Dr P.'s theory: and he 
needs it, for preſerving that difference between Gnoſtics 
and Unitarians, which all along he 1s evidently afraid that 
his reader ſhould not think wide enough. But Irenzeus had 
never heard of their making ſuch a pretence. He gives a 
very different reaſon for their denial of the miraculous con- 


ception, when deſcribing the errors of Cerinthus. He ſays, 


that © it ſeemed to him im poſſible, that Jeſus ſhould be born 
« of a Virgin .“ According to Dr P., this was the very 
objection of the ancient Jews + Now, as he every where 
repreſents the Ebionites as retaining their Jewiſh prejudices, 

it is highly probable that they retained this objection. It is 
greatly to be feared, that ſomething of the ſame kind lies 
at the root of the diſbelief of this doctrine by their ſucceſſors, 


or of their ſcepticiſm with reſpect to it. 


3. Both Gnoſtics and Unitarians held. the doctrine of ema- 
nations. This doftrine, in a peculiar form, is aſcribed to 
the Ebionites by Epiphanius. Some of the Ebionites,” 
he ſays, © held that Adam, who was firſt formed, and in- 
« to whom God breathed the breath of life, was Chriſt. 
« But others of them ſay that he was from above, that 
5 he was a ſpirit created before any others, before the an- 


« gels, that he was Lord of all, was called Chriſt, and 
« made the ſovereign of that age; that he came from thence 


„ whenever 
* Vol. iv. p. 96. 


+ Impoſſibile enim hoc ei viſum eſt. Lib. i. c. 25. 
| Vol. iv. p. 153, 154- : 
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« whenever he pleaſed, as into Adam, and that he appear- 
« ed in the form of a man to the patriarchs, to Abraham, 
« [ſaac and Jacob, and that it was the ſame who in the lat. 
« ter days, being clothed with the body of Adam, appear- 


« ed as a man, Was crucified, roſe from the dead, and af- 


« cended into heaven . Dr P. obſerves, that Epipha- 


nius © in another paſſage aſcribes theſe doctrines not to E- 
« bion himſelf, but to his followers. * Ebion bimſelf, 
he ſays, held that Chriſt was a mere man, born as other 


© men are; but they who from him are called Ebionites, 
« ſay that God had a ſuperior power called his Son, that he 
aſſumed the form of Adam, and put it off again +. 
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Dr P. accuſes Epiphanius as in this inſtance miſrepreſent» - 


ing the Ebionites, and imagines that he confounded their 
doctrines with thoſe of the Cerinthians. But he cannot 
ſafely ſay that this account is Rae's to © the teſtimony» 
of all other ancient writers.” For it appears from that of 
Tertullian, that Ebion, jn ſome ſtrange manner, conſidered. 


Chriſt both as a mere man, and as an angel. Speaking ot © 
thoſe who aſſerted that Chriſt ſuſtained the nature of angels, 


he ſays; “ This opinion might be agreeable to Ebion, Who 


held that Chriſt was a mere man, and only born of the 
* ſeed of David, and ſo not the Son of God, evidently in 
+ ſomething more glorious than any of the prophets, ſo 
that in ſome reſpects he might be ſaid to have been an 
* angel; as it is ſaid in a certain place of the prophecy of 
* Zecharias, (only it is never ſaid by Chriſt) Aud the an- 
* gel who ſpake in me ſaid to me g. 

„ Haer, 30. ſect. 3. p. 129. Earl. Op. Vol. iii. p. 206. 

Her. 30. ſect. 34, p. 162. Earl, Opis. Vol. iii. p. 208. 

4 Sed angelum, aiunt, geſtavit Chriſtus.—Poterit hc opinio Hebioni - 
convenire, qi nudum hominem, et tantum ex ſemine David natum, non 


item et Dei Filium, conſtituit Jeſum, plane prophetis aliquo gloriofiorem, 
ut ita in nonnullis angelum fuifſe dicatur, quemadmodum in aliquo Zach- 
aria, niſi quod z Chriſto nunquam eſt dictum, Et ait mihi angelus qui in 
me loquebatur. De Carne Chriſti, c. 14. Inſtead of in nenullit, ano» 

ther edition reads in il angelus fu'ſſe, &c. 


Out 


* 
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Our author, in his account of the Oriental Philoſophy, 
from which the Gnoſtic doctrine originated, eſpecially de- 
pends on the authority of the Clementine Homilies. This work, 
he ſays, © was unqueſtionably written by an Unitarian *,” 
He thinks that © the Ebionites might be pleaſed with it,” 
although he does not reckon it probable that they would 
« read it in the public offices of their churches, or conſider 
« it in the ſame light with one of the books of Scripture .“ 
As he admits that this work was of ſuch confiderable au- 
 thority among primitive Unitarians, and has given ſo many 
extracts from it, how can he charge Epiphanius with miſ- 
repreſenting the Ebionites, when the author of the Clemen- ' 
tines exhibits their doctrine materially in the ſame point of 
view? For the doctrine, which he aſcribes to Peter, muſt 
be conſidered as his own. He introduces that Apoſtle as thus 
deſcribing Adam: But attend to me concerning the firſt word 
« of truth (or rather, the fir/t true logos). For if any one 
« will not grant to that man, who was formed by the hand 
4 of God, that he hath the holy Spirit of Chriſt ; how is 
« he not chargeable with greater impiety in granting this 
« to one born of an impure ſtock, (moſt probably meaning 
e the Son of God?) But he will act like a man truly pi- 
« dus, if he will not aſcribe this Spirit to another, but to 
tte him only who, from the beginning of the world, changing 
the forms at the ſame time with the names, runs through 
« that age, till reaching his own times, on account of his 
« labours, anointed by the 'mercy of God, he attains to eter- 
« nal reſt. This perſon is inveſted with the honour of a&- 
« ing as Lord over all things in the air, earth and waters, 
« For this end, he received the breath of him who made 
« men, the ineffable germent of the ſoul, that it might be 
« poſible ſor him to be immortal. I his very perſon, ha- 

8 40 ving 

* Vol. i. p. 112. + Vol. iii. [+ 216. 


«> POD Oe and kr ell poe- 
per names upon every living thing, even as its creator, For 
bz whatever he called it, this" wag ine amp; any the creator 

« himſelf *,” 

Even Dr P., in another place, inſtead of contradifting 
Epiphanius, powerfully confirms his teſtimony, with re- 
ſpect to thoſe Ebionites, who ſaid that Chriſt was © from 
« above that he came from thence whenever he pleaſed; 
hat he appeared in the form of a man to Abraham, Iſaac 
and Jacob; — that he aſſumed the form of Adam, and put it 
« off again.“ For he quotes Juſtin as ſaying; There are 
« ſome, I know, who ſay that the divine power which ap- 

« peared to Moſes, and Abraham, and Jacob, was called 
* an angel: that the Father, when he pleaſes, makes this 


« power to go out of him, and when he pleaſes, takes it 
« into him again 7.“ 


Does he charge Juſtin with miſrepreſenting the Unita; 
rians, or with * n * extraordinary and 
 #nghly 
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© 4 
highly improbable ? On the contrary, he grants the truth of 
his teſtimony ; and calls this pbihſopbica ! Unitariani/m, © or 
an explanation of the doctrine concerning Clitift en the 
principles of the philoſophy of thoſe times . It ſeems, 
indeed, to ſavour much of the Gnoſtic philoſophy. It has 
its principal character, the Doctor himſelf being judge. 
e « The great boaſt of the Gnoſtics was their 

* profound and intricate doctrine concerning the derivation 
* of various intelligences from the ſupreme mind, which 
1 thought to be done by emanation, or efflux+.” He calls 
the one emanation, or efflux, and the other emiſſion. Where 
lies the great difference ? Nay, ſpeaking of Unitarians, he 
acknowleges that they . adopted the opinion of the emiſ- 
* fion of a divine logos, or efflux f. 

This Unitarian ſyſtem is merely a modification of the 
Gnoſtic Pleroma, The divine nature was the Pleroma of 
theſe philoſophical believers: and it ſeems to be viewed 
nearly in the ſame light by Dr P. For we have formerly 
found him faying, that © it is even doubtful whether, in 
* ſome caſes, what are called angels, and had the form of 
men, who even walked and ſpake, Cc. like men, were 
any thing more than temporary appearances, and no 
« permanent beings; the mere organs of the deity, uſed for 
« the purpoſe of making himſelf known and underſtood 
« by his creatures 5.“ If angels be temporary beings only, 
the organs of the deity ; they muſt certainly be drawn back 
again into the divine nature as their Pleroma. 

The Doctor ſays that this pbileſopbical doctrine * is aſ- 
« cribed to almoſt all the eminent men among the Unita- 
* rians, as late as Marcellus ||,” who, according to his Chro- 

| nology, 
* Vol. iii. p. 376, + Vol. i. p. 154. ; 
1 Vol. ii. p. 18. FJ Vol. i. p. 5. 
j Vol. iii. p. 387. | 


/ 


Chap, VI _; 243. 
nology, died A+ 373+ Nu b ann n ther ith 


learned Vnitarians, in ancient times, were more candid 
than their Y ,E“- ſucceſſars. For they plainly ſaw, 
that they could got pretend to believe the Scriptures, with: 


out acknowledging ſame kind of yre-oxiſtence on the park 
of qur Saviour. 


Why, then, ſhoyld Dr P. quarrel with Epiphanius; or 
ſay that * this repreſentation js wholly Epiphanius g own?” 


To me it ſeems to differ very little from that giyen by the 


Hiſtorian of the Gorruptions of Chriſtianity. The greateſt 
error I can perceive in the poor old Biſhop of Conſtantia, 
is, that he does not give theſe ſuperior ſort of Unitariang 
their proper titles. The good man bad not known Was 
they were philoſophers. 

Dr P.'s conjecture, that this philoſophical Unitarianiſm 

« probably gave occaſion to what is commonly called the 
* Patripaſſan doctrine, is very natural. He adds, indeed. 


« if ſuch a doctrine was ever really maintained. He is 


aſhamed that any, accounted Unitarians, ſhould have yent - 
ed ſuch à doctrine. But he cannot diſprove its exiſtence, 
It ſeems to have originated fram the principles or preten- 
ſions of Simon, who is generally viewed as the Father of 
all the Gnoſtics. For Irenzus informs us, that * hg 
taught that it was he who appeared as che Son among the 
«. Jews, but that he had deſcended in Samaria as the Fa- 
« ther, and that he had come to the reſt of the nations as 
« the Holy Spirit . Inſtead of ſuppoſing that the doQtring 
of the Trinity derived its origin from the Gnoſtics, eyen theſe 
impious ab of Simon ſhew that it is a far more ng- 

22 5 tural 


* Vol, iii. p. 376. 
+ Hic igitur a multis quaſi Deus glorificatus eſt, et docuit ſemetipſum 
eſſe qui inter Judeeos quidem quaſi Filius adparuerit, in Samaria autem 


quaſi Pater deſcenderit, et in reliquis vero gentibus quaſi Spiritus — 
adventaverit. Adv. Haer. I. i. e. 19. 


4 
| 
| 
4 
; 

'' 
| 
| 
| 


tural idea that their doctrine was a corruption of that of the 
Trinity. For we can eafily conceive that this man, ha- 
ving once made a profeſſion of Chriſtianity, ſhould poli- 
tically retain ſome of its doctrines, explaining them as beft 
faited his intereſt. But it ſurpaſſes belief, that true Chri- 
ſtians, who all deteſted the character and tenets of this im- 
poſtor, ſhould literally embrace his doctrine even as to the 
divine Being. It is natural to ſuppoſe that he would ſpeak 
of the three Perſons as one; becauſe his plan evidently was 
to engroſs the whole honour of deity to himfelF. 

4. The Ebionites held materially the ſame doctrine with 
Cerinthians concerning the Chri/t. Dr P., indeed, attempts 
to ſhew that the doctrine of orthodox Chriſtians was fimilar 
to that of the Gnoſtics on this head. It may be proper,” 
he ſays, © to obſerv t thoſe of the Guoſtics who be- 
1 lieved that Chriſt was the ſon of Joſeph as well as of 
© Mary, muſt have thought that, antecedent to his bap- 
r tiſm, he had a human foul, as well as a human body. 
« Their opinion, therefore, concerning him after his bap- 
&« tiſm, muſt have been ſimilar to that of the orthodox 
« Chriſtians, who believed the /ogos of the Father to be at- 
tached to the man Jeſus *.” Here I am aſtoniſhed at the 
boldneſs of the learned writer. The orthodox Chriſtians 
believed the /ogos and the man Feſus to be one perſon, not 
merely after his baptifm, but trom the very womb. But 
Ebionites and other Unitarrans held a mere attachment of 
the logos to the perfor of the man, denying a perſonal u- 
nion; and this attachment they conſidered as conſequential 
to his baptiſm. On whoſe fide, then, does the ſimilarity | 
lie ? The Gnoſtics denied a real incarnation, aſſerting a mere 
inhabitation of the Chriſt in the man Jeſus; as Dr P. 
himſelf teſtifies f. They believed their Chriſt, indeed, to 
* Vol. i. p. 186. + Hilt. Cor. vol. i. p. 11. 


be a pre-exiſtent ſpirit ; whereas modern Ebionites acknows- 
ledge the Logos as an attribute only. But they. ſtill retain - 
the Gnoſtic idea of inhabitation, as o poſed to real incar- 
nation. For they explain that language, The Word was 
made fleſh, ot the Logos dwelling in the man Jeſus. 47 

The difference between Gnoſties and Ebionites, concerns 
ing the Chriſt, has been ſuppoſed to be wider than it really 
was. This has been owin;; to the Gnoſtics not extending 
the name Chr:/t to the man Jeſus. But as they held that 
the Chriſt deſcended on Jeſus at his baptiſm, the deſcent of 
the Logos has been fixed to the ſamg/ period by both an- 
cient and modern Unitarians. Gnoſtics and b. bion- 
ites uſed the ſame language on head. 

The Cerinthians maintained it was in conſequence 
of the deſcent of the Chriſt upon Jeſus, at his baptiſm, in 
the form of a dove, that he declared the unknown Fa- 
« ther, and became perfect in virtue *.” The Ebionites, 
that © Jeſus was called the Son of God, from the Chriſt 
« coming upon him from above in the likeneſs of a 
« dove +.” 

We cannot ſuppoſe that Epiphanius was miſtaken, or 
wilfully miſrepreſented their doctrine, in ſaying that they 
believed the deſcent of the CHriſt; without ſuppoling that 
the author of the Clementines was equally ignorant of their 
faith, or equally inclined to miſrepreſent it, though * un- 
+ queſtionably an Unitarian.” But let it be ſuppoſed that, 
in this inſtance, we cannot depend on either of theſe wit- 
neſſes, and that the ancient Unitarians ſpake only ot che 
deſcent of the Logos; in what did they differ from the 
Gnoltics ? The latter uſed one term, and they another, for 
expreſling the ſame idea. For however little regard ſhould 

de had to Epiphanius, or to the author of the Clementines, our 


Q | | 


® Iren, lib, i. e. 35. | + Epiphan, baer. go. ſect. 26. 
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aithee od bi feb bis itt teins Ads aking 
df the Guoſtzes be ſays that ihey ſuppoſed the * to 
a be the CB.“ 

Tue Cerinthians ufferted that the CBriſt, having a "ry 
ritual exiſtchce, was impaſſible. The Ebionites denied that 
there was fuch an union of the Logos to the mam, that the 
Logo: could ſuffer petfotially : and this has fill been fie 
ͥoctrine of all Unitarlansz. 

Let us ſuppoſe that anclent Uhitarians extended the Haithe 

Ci to the man Jeſus, bectuſe of the union of the Log6r 
to him. Yet they did not believe that Jeſus Was mw Obrift 
till after his baptiſm. 

Indeed, the doctrine afetibed by Dr P. nimh es pbite« 
2 Unitarians, ſearcely differs from that of Ceritithus, 

ut in the uſe of the name Chriſt. They ſuppoſed, as has 
been ſeen, that God “ emitted à kind of Mur, or 4fvite 
1 ray, to which they ſometimes gave the name bf Logos, 
„(This language ſeems to imply that they at other times 
ei called it by another name.)—Such a divine efflux was 
« imagined to have been the cauſe of the appeatahces of 
@ God in the Old Teſtament, and likewiſe to have been 
4 jmparted to Jeſus Chriſt ; who, nevertheleſs, Was u 
« mere man. For before his baptiſm, they ſuppoſed 
4 that he had not this divine ray, and that it would 
& leave him, when it had enabled him to aft the part 
& aſſigned to him +.” How nearly allied is this to the 
Gnoſtic doctrine of the Chᷣriſt leaving Jeſus at the time of 
his ſufferings! There ſeems, however, to have been one 

at defect in the ſcheme of efflux, as adopted by Gno- 
ics, which muſt for ever be a ſuffcient bar to their being 
properly ranked among Unitarians. There is no evidence 
that they thought of a reflux. They wore Io little acquaint- 
ed with philoſophy, as to be total ſtrangers to the luminous 
idea of occa/ional per ſonality. | 5 
c | $. 
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principles, one the origin of good, and the other of evil. 
Epiphanius charges the bionites with ſomething very like 


this. © They aſſert,” he ſays, “ that there were two be- 


agg ode Cl, Wh Chriſt and the devil; that Chriſt 
« received the inheritance of the future age, un che de vn of 
« the preſent ; and that the Süpretne Being made this äp- 

« pointment at the requeſt of them both e. The allegation 
will not appear highly improbable, as Dr P. aſſerts, when 
we conſider that it is allowed by him that a great part of 
the Unitarians admitted the pre-exiftence of the Lagon in a 


certain ſenſe. They evidently aſcribed to him, both before 


and after the birth of Jeſus, the work of the-good principle. 

Now, as it is acknowledged that borrowed their idea 
of emiſſion or efflux from the well roo oth as It 18 
undeniable that in this reſpe& they ſymbolized with Gno- 
ſtics; it is only carrying the matter a little farther to ſup- 
poſe that they alſo admitted of their evil principle. This, 
indeed, ſeems to have been neceſſary to complete their ſy- 
ſtem. * Accordingly Epiphanius immediately adds; * On 
his account,” that is, becauſe the power of the evil prin- 


ciple was to be reduced, © they ſay that Jeſus was born of the 


« ſeed of man, and became the Son of God by adoption, 
« by Chriſt coming into him from above, in the form of a 
dove f.“ 

But as this allegation is not improbable, e is it gf 
extraordinary. For the author of the Recognitions (ſuppoſed 
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act ** 
« God eſtabliſhed two kingdams ; the one, of the preſent, 
« the other, of the future time; and fixed the duration of 
both *.” In the Homilies, Peter ſpeaking of Adam, 
ſays; „On this account (the removal of the key of know- 
« ledge under the law) rifing from his ſeat, as a father for 
« his ſons, preaching the things which had been ſecretly 
«6 4 to the holy from the beginning, extending mer- 
ey even to the Gentiles, and having pity on all ſouls, he 
« did not regard his own blood. For he is accounted wor- 
« thy to be king of the future age +.” Of the Devil he 
ſays + Coming, as the king of the preſent ſtate, to him 
« who is king of the future, he ſaid, All the kingdoms of - 
« the preſent world are ſubjeft to me ;—wherefore fall down 
and worſhip me, and I will give them all to thee 4. And 
again. The prophet of truth, making his appearance, 
« hath taught us, that the Creator and God of all hath dif- 
* tributed to two individuals two kingdoms, one to him 
« who is good, another to the evil one ; giving to the evil 
« one the kingdom of the preſent world, with the law ; fo 
e that he has the power of puniſhing the unjuſt, But to 
* the good, be hath given that eternal. age which i fu 


ture 


* Duo regna poſuit, preeſentis dico temporis, et futuri; et tempora 
utrique couſtituit. Recogn. Clem. lib. i. ſet. 24. p. 492- 
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Chap. VIII. of. Unitarians. * 
« ture. 1 might quote 2 great many other paſſages, 
which aſſert or imply the ſame doctrine. But theſe ex - 
tracts afford a ſtrong preſumption in favour of the credibi- 
lity of Epiphanius, even as to ſome circumſtances in which 
he is not ſupported by other ancient writings yet extant. 
He would ſeem to have borrowed his account of the Gno- 
ſtic tenets of the Ebionites from this Unitarian work 
(which, as the Doctor obſerves, is © happily preſerved to 
„us +3”) eſpecially as we know that he was acquainted 
with it. 

6. w—— Ebionites with Gnoſtics, not in gene- 
ral only; but as to the circumſtance of denying the truth 
of our redemption. This great doctrine was denied by all 
Gnoſties, however much oppoſed to each other; by thoſe . 
who aſſerted that Jeſus was a mere man, and by thoſe who 
denied his humanity entirely. Ancient and modern Uni- 
tarians are the only nominal Chriſtians who have fallowed 
their footſteps in this reſpect. Arians, indeed, come near! 
eſt to them. For they truſt in a created Saviour. 

7. The more early Gnoſtics and Ebionites agreed as to 
the ſacred canon. According to the Doctor's own confeſſion, 
« the Ebionites 'made no public uſe of any other goſpel 
« than that of Matthew : and he quotes Philaſter, as teſtify- 
« ing that Cerinthus admitted the Goſpel of Matthew on- 
«ly g.“ The followers of Cerdon and Marcion, who were 
later Gnoſtics, received the Goſpel of Luke; but remark- 
ably interpolated. They alſo cut off the genealogy ||. 

8. The 

* O M antes; Tr Pury gn adden nas, ori e TW oh 
Inuagys; xa bros, Joon TIT ame Pariux; Joo, wyals ty 
dan Tornew, Is Tw jus ane TY wagerrec 100þs fer Your THY 
Baonuny, ws' «v 1x60 q e Th; aha rw & ayeals, 
roy teh ud a. Hom. xvi. ſect. 7. p. 722. 

T Vol. i. p. 113. See above, p. 220. 5 Vol. i. p. 233. 234. 


|] Tren. lib. i. c. 29. Tertullian. cont. Marcion. I. 4. Epiphan. haer. 
42. f. 10. Fabric. Bibl. Grzc. Vol. iii. p. 135. 


250 „ ee Beck VIII. 
8. The Gnoſticb denied the proper 89 piruriom of the 
TCeriptures. This is acknowledged by Dr P. * As they did 
« not cotifider them,” he fays, © as written by any proper 
« Inſpiration, they ſeem to have thought themſelves at li- 
« Yerty to adopt what they approved, and to neglect the 
« teſt ; without HifÞuting their grnumneneſs.” He virtually = 
owns, in the paſſuge laſt referred to, the agreement of the 
Ebionites with them in this reſpect; adding, This, in- 
« deed, was not peculiar to them, but ſeems to have been a 
„liberty taken by other primitive Chriſtians. Tus, the 
„ Ebionites made no public uſe of any other goſpel chan 
* that of Matthew *.” One would almoſt think that 
modern Unitarians had propoſed the Gnoſtics as their pat- 
tern in this inſtance. The Doctor expreſſes their ſenti- 
ments 4s his own, treating all who differ from ſuch vene- 
rable maſters with ſovereign contempt. All thoſe,” he 
Nys, „to whom it can be worth my while to make an apo- 
« Jogy, think as I do with reſpect to the ſcriptures, vis. 
chat they were written without any particular inſpiration, 
by men who wrote according to the beſt of their know- 
« Jedge, and who from their circumſtances could not be 
<« miſtaken with reſpect to the greater fads, of which they 
« were proper witneſſes, but (like other men ſubject to pre- 
* judice) might be liable to adopt a haſty and ill grounded 
© opinion concerning things which did not fall within the 
compaſs of their own knowledge f.“ Theſe Gnoſtic fen- 
timents belong to none who are called Chriſtians but Uni- 
tarians. 
9. The Jewiſh Gnoſtics adhered to the Jaw of Moſes, 
forcing the Gentiles to obſerve it. This Dr P. materially 
grants. In this reſpect they were more nearly allied to E- 
bionites, than to thoſe who bore the ſame name among the 

Gentiles. 

10, He 
# Vol. i. p. 233. + Vol. iv. p. 4, $+ | 


10. He conſiders pride us a peculiar feature of theſe he- 
reties. They aſſumed the name of Gnoſtics, from the 
word 9wd-x3 beekuſe they laid clairn to u great portion of 4, 
dom of Maſon. It will de diffteult to find any ſociety of 
Chriſtians who reſemble them ſo much in this reſpect us 
Socinians, who ſet up their own aßen as the teſt of divine 
Revelation, and endeavour to fedvce all the doctrines of it 
to the ſtandatd of philoſophy and ſtvence /adoly fo ca. 
Dr P. fays chat the Gnoſtics © boaſted of theit own know- 
« ledge 4.” He thinks chat the Apoſtle Paul ſpeaks of 
them, when he fays, The preaching of the orofs it oli. 
neſs to them that piviſh, 1 Got: i. 18. And is not the fame 
attachment to tbe wih of thi world conſpiouous ih thoſe 
who teje@& the genuine doctrine of the croſs, who trample 
wider fore the Son of God, like the unbelieving Jews tall- 
ing him à mere man, and accent rhe blood of the covenant 
a common thing, by denying its atoning efficacy, bectuſe 
they cannot reconcile the doctrines of the incarnation nt 
atonement with the Giétates of carnal philoſophy ? | 

The Gnoſties pretended thut they were wiſer than tht 
apoſtles f. But where will you find & parkltel to this pre- 
ſumption, but #nong thoſe who venture to ſay that the A» 
poſtle Paul * often reaſons inconcluſively ?* Nay, as Ire. 
nzeus alſo teſtifies, © they carried their pride ſo far us to lay 
* that they were like Jeſus g.“ Where ſhall we find any 
reſemblance of this blaſphemy, but in che vont of thoſe 
who impiouſly aſſure us, that Jeſus is a mere man, who re« 
ceived his exiſtence in the ſame manner, and was ſubjeR 
to the ſame corrupt bias, with themſelves? 


11. The 


* 1 graces, I Tim. vi. 20. 
+ Vol. i. p. 150. | Tren. lib. iii. e. 2. 


$ Quapropter et ad tantum elationis provecti ſunt ad quidam quidemy 
n Ib. lib. i. c. 24. 
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Gnoſtics. Dr P. informs us, concerning them in general, 


that © creation out of nothing was an idea that they never 


_ * entertained *,” It appears that this is an idea which the 


Doctor himſelf does not entertain. For we have elſewhere 
ſeen that, according to him, © what is called the Moſaic 
© creation, — for any thing we know, was only a re-making 


or re-conftituting of the world, out of a former chaos +." 


It is, indeed, the general opinion of Socinians, that the 
world was formed out of pre- exiſtent matter. They have 


been alſo charged with believing that this was eternal 3. 


They beſt know whether the charge be juſt. 

13. One of the characters of the Gnoſtics, given by our 
author, is that they denied the oblization of martyrdom . 
Paul gives ſuch a deſcription of thoſe Jews who enforced 
circumciſion, as will apply to Ebionites equally with Ce- 
rinthians. As many as defire to make a fair ſhew in the 
fleſh, they conſtrain you to be circumciſed, only left they 
ſhould ſuffer perſecution for the croſs of Chriſt, Gal. vi. 12. 
Fear of provoking their unbelieving brethren, is the mo- 
tive to which he aſcribes their apparent zeal for the cere- 
monial lam. 

13. The Gnoſtics denied the juice of God. Dr P. ſup- 
poſes that the principal ſource of their miſtakes was * their 
« fixed perſuaſion cencerning the pure benevolence of the 
Supreme Being ;” adding, that their idea of this was 


=_ incompatible with Hide; ſo that the very admiſhon 


that God was juft, was with them a proof that he was not 
that good Being whom they placed at the head of the 
© univerſ e.“ Sho} rome never gave a more natural re- 


preſentation 
Vol. i. p. 120, 121. + Familiar Illuſtr. p. 42. 
} Jurieu Tableau de Socinianiſme, Par. 1. Let. 3. p. 104. 
$ Vol. i. p. 201. Ib. p. 123, 124+ 


Chap. VII. of Unitaridns. 153 
preſentation of che principles of Socinians, who deny that 


punitive juſtice is eſſential to God. He can ſcarcely find 
other words for expreſſing his own ſentiments. * In the 
« deity,” he ſays, © jaſtice can be nothing more than a mo- 
_ « dification of goodneſs, or benevolence, which is his ſole go- 
« yerning principle . This is undoubtedly pure benevo- 
lence. He obſerves afterwards: © Admitting that the po- 
« pular doctrine of atonement ' ſhould raife our ideas of the 
« juſtice, or rather the ſeverity of God, it muſt, in the 
« fame proportion, fink our ideas of his mercy t.“ He con- 
fiders it as © now aſcertained with reſpect to the moral cha- 
« rater and government of God, that he is a Being purely 
god. and © that he /imply wiſhes the happineſs of all 
4 his creatures 1. Socinians enjoy an indiſputed ſucceſſion 
to the Gnoſtics, as to this doctrine. 

14. Theſe heretics imagined that the Father of Chriſt 
was a different Being from him who gave the law. Dr P. 
ſeems to think that this was not the opinion of the Jewiſh | 
Gnoſtics. But Irenzus aſſerts that Cerinthus held the 
world to be © made by a power remote from, and ignorant 
„of the Supreme Being ||.” In the addition to the Pre- 
ſcriptions of Tertullian, it is ſaid that Cerinthus aſcribed 
the Jewiſh law to angels, and held © that the God of the 
« Jews was not the Lord, but an angel 5.“ This opinion, I 
acknowledge, is not eafily reconcileable with that of his 
urging the neceſſity of the law. But there is no fufficient 
reaſon to doubt that they really embraced it. I do not 
ſuppoſe that any of thoſe called Unitarians, have denied 
that the law was given by the true God. But it would 
ſeem that their doctrine concerning the moral law itſelf, 
is a remnant of that of the Gnoſtics. They have not 
adopted this in form. But they have done ſo in fact. 
They have made that God, who gave the law to the Jews, 

* Hiſt, Corrvpr, Vol. i. p. 168. + Ibid. i. p. 170. | W 
} Ibid. p. 277. j Lib. i. c. 25. $ Cap. 48. 
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te be + changeable, and therefore an imperfeſt Being; 
pretending chat Jeſus came, not only to abolidh the cere- 


monial law, hut to amend the maral, This is the yery 
eſſence and ſpirit of: Gnoſticiſm. Nay, if poſſible, it is 
more impious and abſurd, For they aſcribe that to the 
Supreme, which Gnoſtics aſcribed to an inferior being, 
They virtually accuſe} him, who alone is good, of that im- 
perfection which theſe ancjent blaſphamers attributed to an 
evil principle. 

15. * All the Guoſtics,,” our author obſerves, « with- 


out exception dilbelieved the rſurrection © Some of 


* them,” he adds, did not venture to do it in words +.” 
This is a juſt account of the conduct of Sociniang for two cen- 


turies pait., They have granted the reſurrection in words, 


but denied it in reality ; aflerting that the fame body is not 
raiſed. This is a doQtrine, which none called Chriſtians, 
but themſelyes, have taught. Dr P., indeed, departs from 
the proper faith of his church in this inftance. He reaſons 
very juſtly againſt what has been the common faith of So- 
cinians ; If nothing of that which dies is to appear again, 
« in any future period of our exiſtence, there may be a 
© new creation of men, but n ae nn 
« ſurrection . | 

16.“ The Gnoſtics,” according to our author's account 
of ther, * are ſaid to have maintained that the greateſt part 
«4 of mankind would be annihilated at the day of judgment 5. 
This is the very doctrine of Socinians with regard to the 
wicked. For in this ſenſe alone they underſtand everlaft- 


in deſtruflion. I know of no Chriſtians, who, in this re- 
ſpect, can vie with them for An 


noſtics. 
A 


Vol. i. p. a. t Ib. p. 20g. 1 wid. p. 214. 
F Hiſl, Corrupt. Vol. i. p.413. 
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OF THE HISTORY or THE PRETENDED UNITARIAN DOC. 
TRING AMONG GENTILE CHRISTIANS. 


' 

R PrresTLEY, © having proved,“ as he ſuppoſes, © to 
the ſatisfaction of every impartial reader, that the 

« oreat body of Jewiſh Chriſtians always were, and to the 
« laſt continued to be Unitarians,” flatters himſelf that * it 
may with certainty be concluded, that the Gentile con- 
« verts were alſo univerſally Unitarians in the age of the 
<« apoſtles, and that, of courſe, the great majority of the 
common people continued to be ſo, for a very confidera- 
able time . But if it be evident to the reader, from : 1 
what has been offered in reply, that © the great body of che 
« Jewiſh Chriſtians were not Unitarians,” the Doctor's in- 


ference muſt appear totally . 


However, 
* 3 iii. p. 233. | 


2 


Gentile Unitorians 


256 


ene . 4. not reſt his aſſertion, with reſpect to | 
the Gentile converts, on. this ground. He endeavours to 
_ eſtabliſh it, firſt, by what he calls © the ſtrongeſt preſump- 
tions; and then, by © the moſt direct pofitrve evidence.“ 
Both theſe kinds of evidence I ſhall examine in their order. 


Book VI, 


"CHAP. 1 


Of Dr P.'s Preſumptive Evidence that the e of 
- Gentile Chriſtians in the early _y were Unitarians, 


4 


$ECTION I. 


Gentile Untarians ant in communion with he Catholic 


Church in early times. They were excluded bath by the 
ſpirit, and by the letter of the Creed. 


FF PRIESTLEY produces fix arguments of the preſump- 
tive kind in ſupport of his hypotheſis, _ - 
1. That Unitarians,” he ſays, © muſt have been in com- 
« munion with what was in early times called the Catholic 
« church, is evident from there being no creed, that could 
« exclude them.—A. creed was formed for the expreſs pur- 
« poſe of excluding the Gnoſtics, 'who, of courſe, could 
« not, and we find, did not, join the public aſſemblies of 
« Chriſtians, but formed aſſemblies among themſelves, en- 
« tirely diſtin& from thoſe of the Catholics +.” 
But though we ſhould ſuppoſe this argument to be well 
founded, it would prove too little. It could only prove, 
that Unitarians were ſuffered to continue in communion 
with the Catholic church. Our author, indeed, ſeems con- 
ſcious that his argument is defeQtive. For all that he infers 
© Ibid, p. 23. f Ibid, p. 236. | 


A * 
> oF 
” 


T1 


comin excluded pom the Church 


from it is, that the Unitarians.* —— 
« munion, there being no law, or rule, to exclude them “. 
But this is not the proper argument. For che very title of 
the chapter is, Preſumptive Evidence that the Majority of the 
Gentile Chriſtians ia the early ages were Unitarians.- Now. 
this argument is far from proving that the Unitarians were 
the majority. Although it were-well-founded, it could only 
prove the forbearance of the orthodox, the paucity of Uni- 
tarians, or that they kept themſelves concealed. 
The firſt of theſe inferences would be inadmiſſible.” For 
as we have formerly proved, there were, in early ages, ma- 
ny Gentile, Chriſtians of diſtintion, who reckoned Unita- 
rians heretics, Therefore, if there was no article in the 
creed, which militated againſt them, we would be under a 


neceſſity of ſuppoſing, either that their number was ſo con- 


n or that e e e 
their ſentiments. . 

n r eG 
is undoubtedly falſe. In order to ſupport it, Dr P. ob- 
ſerves that there was no creed uſed in the Chriſtian 

church, befides that which was commonly called | the 
« apoftles, before the council of Nice;“ and that * this 
creed contains no article that could exclude Unitarians +." 
Having formerly made the ſame declaration, he was re- 

ferred by the Monthly Reviewers to that form of the creed | 
given by Tertullian, in his Preſcriptions t. Here the rule 
| of faith is, That God is entirely one, and that there is no 
other beſides the Creator of the world, who produced alt 
things from nothing, by his Word ſent forth before all: 
That that Word, called the Son, appeared often in the 
name of God to the patriarchs, was always heard in the 
« prophets, at length conveyed by the Spirit of God the 
Vol. II. Py M0 Father, 


„mid. 5. 236 f md. 5. 236%n ; e. 13. 


at Gentile Unitarians Bock VI. 


« Father, md his power, into the virgin Mary, made fleſh 
&« in her womb,” Wc. 

-DrP. Mulde, thatthis was only Tertullian's own pennen 
and refers to his work De Velandis Virginibus, where we 
have the creed, as far as it reſpects the Father and Son, ex - 
preſſed more briefly, and in language nearly the fame with 
aun oro gouggy, 09 wry amg>—ad * 2B 

We do not plead, that the firſt is to be conſidered as the 
ordinary form. Nor does this appear with reſpect to the 
ſecond. The conjeQure of Dr Berriman ſeems moſt na- 

tural, that then © it was not always expreſſed in the very 
« ſame phraſe, but ſtill the ſame in ſubſtance *.” . 

But though it be ſuppoſed that Tertullian, in the paſſage 
quoted, gives us only his own expoſition; it will by no 

means follow, that Unitarians were not excluded by that 

creed, which, as — — 
times. For the meaning of any creed muſt be learned from 
the [expoſition given of it by that church which claims it 
as her's. He who interprets the language of inſpiration 
differently from others, may more plauſibly contend that 
he has the juſt meaning; becauſe there is no earthly infalli- 
ble judge. But the man who aſſents to a human creed, 
muſt either do it in the ſenſe impoſed by the generality of 
thoſe who adopt it, if conſonant to the plain meaning of 
language, and if it cannot be proved that it is contrary to 
the intention of the framers; or he acts diſhoneſtly. Now, 
the ſenſe of the generality is certainly to be learned from 
that of the public interpreters, if their interpretation be 
admitted by others. We can have no more certain evi- 
dence that this is the caſe, than their being generally ac- 
knowledged in their official character, and there being no 
contradiction of their interpretation. After a particulat 
declaration 


* Hiſtorical Account, p. 13. 


declaration of their faith, if others ſubmit to them, it muſt 
be concluded, either that they agree with them in opinion, 
or that they act deceitfully in divine matters. Tertullian, 
therefore, having openly given this expoſition of the rule 
of faith, all who 'afterwards continued in communion 
with him, muſt be viewed, either as agreeing with him ex 
animo, . 29 opmmmioats! with; ns - 
whom they accounted an idolater.  . 
„ Nee e e eee 
judge of the meaning of the creed, by the writings of the 
Fathers, as expreſſing the ſenſe of the primitive church *, 
If this be not granted, indeed, the propriety of any ſymbol 
or confeſſion is materially refuſed. For what has been the 
deſign of theſe, as deviſed by churches, in every age, but 
to declare to the world, and to other churches, nay, that 
one church-member might declare to another, that ſpecific 
ſenſe in which they, or he, underſtood the language of ſcrip- 
ture, as oppoſed to that ambiguity virtually aſcribed to it; 
by heretics, and to the great variety of different meanings 
impoſed on the ſame terms? If the meaning, or particular 
belief be not the principal thing, the very uſe of a creed is 
a jeſt upon its naine, 
Our eater has reundly ae that the e in Tore 
tullian's work De Preſcriptionibus, © expreſſes no more than 
his own faith 4.” But from the connexion, it is unde- 
niable that he expreſſes the faith of the Catholic church, or 
in other words, of all thoſe with whom he was then in 
communion. For when he is about to introduce this larger 
creed! eee ee ene in- 
quire in our own communion, and from our own people, 
and concerning what properly belongs to ourſelves g. 
R 2 | And 

King's Hiſt. Creed. p. 42, 43- * 
piſme, ib. | 

+ Remarks on the Month. Rev. p. 27. de. 1a. 
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them, although they might be variouſly expreſſed. - Nor 


And hayliig given this as the rule of faith, he not only 


ſays, This rule, as ſhall be proved, was inſtituted by 
« Chriſt ;” but,.“ it admits of no diſputations among us, 
except thoſe which hereſies introduce, and which make 
© men heretics . We cannot ſuppoſe it to be his mean- 
ing, that theſe words were expreſsly given, as a form, by 
Chriſt, He certainly intends the doctrines contained in 


can we underſtand him as intimating, that this was merely 
his own opinion. For if there be any meaning in the 


words that follow, nay, if they do not contain a groſs and 


preſumptuous falſehood ; this muſt have been the belief, real 
or profeſſed, of all who were in the ſame communion with 
him. He could not otherwiſe ſay of hives ani of faith; 
It admits of no diſputations among us. 

Now, as he elſewhere declares this rule to be « altoge- 


© ther one, and what alone could not be altered or reform- 


ed 4,“ even while he expreſſes it in different words; it 
is undeniable that he does not ſpeak of the language, but 
of the ſenſe affixed to it by the church. While he ſays, 
that it © admitted of no diſputations, he adds, this exception 
indeed, “ fave thoſe which hereſies introduce, and which 
make men heretics.” But Dr P. cannot avail himſelf of 
this exception, unleſs he can prove that thoſe who were 
known to be heretics were ſuffered to continue in communion. 

According to the evident ſenſe of Tertullian, a doubt of 
any article in the creed was immediately conſidered, not 
only as introduced by hereſy, but as making the author of it 


a Beretic. This not only appears from the paſſage quoted, 


but 


» Hzc regula a Chriſto ut probabitur inſtituta,” nullas habet . 
nos queſtiones, niſi quas hæreſes inferunt, et quæ 3 faciunt. De 
Preſcript, e. 14. ö ; 


Regula quidem fidei una omwino eſt, ſola en et irreſormabilis 
De Virgin. Veland. e. 1. 


Chap. IJ. excluded from the Church, 26. 


but from the, train of the reaſoning immediately following. 
For in this he ſhews that the church admitted of no diſputa- 
tion with reſpect to her creed. © Let curioſity Wi 
he ſays, © and honour to-ſalvation *,” 

If any continued to hefitate, they were - to be claſſed with 
heretics; and Whatever Dr P. may , fondly ſuppole, that ; 
church of which Tertullian was a member, had no idea of 
communion with ſuch. Therefore the ancient writer break. 
out in this language; As if heretics were not enemies to 
the truth, as if we were not fore warned to fly from them, 
„how can we converſe with men, who themſelves confeſs ; 
6 that they are in a Rate. of inquiry? For if they ſtill in- 
„ quire, they haue as yet apprehended nothing with cer- 
« tainty ; and thus whatever they ſeem in the mean time 
« to hold, they diſcover their heſitation, as long as they in- 

« quire.—Ft or while they ſtill inquire, they do not hold faſt, 
« But as they do not hold faſt, they have not as yet be- 
« lieved. . But as they have not as yet believed, they ars 
« not Chriſtians.—Thoſe, therefore, who are not Chriſtians 
« to themſelves, how much leſs are they ſo to us +?” He 
then proceeds to ſhew that, although. theſe perſons appeal ; 
to Scripture, their appeal is not to be admitted, becauſe of 
the difficulty of deciding the controverſy in this way, on 
account of the various ſenſes impoſed on it. 

As we have proved that it is not the ſound of the wards, 
but the. catholic ſenſe of the creed, that Tertullian ſpeaks 
of ; that the expoſition, given by bim, was that of the whole 

R Nn "I church; 

* Cedat — fidei, et gloria ſaluti. * p preſeript. SIS ©: 
Ut non inimici effent veritatis hætetici, ut de refugiendis eis non 
premoneremur, quale eſt conferre cum hominibus, qui et ipſi adhue 
ſc quærere conſiteutur? Si enim vere adhuc quezrunt, nihil adhuę certi 
deprehenderunt : et ideo quodcunque videntur interim tenere, dubita- 
tionem fuam oftendunt quamdiu querunt.,—Cum enim querunt adhuc, 
nondum tenent : cum autem non tenent, nondum crediderunt. Cum au- 


tem nondum crediderunt, non ſunt Chriſtiani.— Qui ergo nec fibi ſunt | 
Chriſtiani, quanto magis nobis. Ib, ä 


% 
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chr; n n es" ied tit raid 
to be Chriſtians, who even doubted as to the truth of the 
general doctrine; it neceſſarily follows, that all Unitarians 
were reckoned heretics, and excluded from the church, 
For the expoſition given by Tertullian, as expreſſing the 
faith of the whole body with which he was connected, is 


ſuch as no Unitarian could honeſtly accede to. Nay, though 


our author affures us, that the Creed referred to Gnoſtics 
only, Tertullian flatly contradicts him. And he muſt cer: 
tainly be ſuſtained as a mòͤre competent judge of the be- 
lief of the church, in the cloſe of the ſecond, dnn, 
of the third century, than Dr Prieſtlex. 

For after uſing this language, as his introduction to the 
diſcourſe concerning the rule of faith, Let us inquire what 


* Chriſt has inſtituted ;” he firſt mentions thoſe at whom we 


are not to inquire, Here he clafſes Ebion with Marcion, 
Valentinus, Apelles and Simon; ſubjoining, Although 
we were for ever to inquire, where ought we to make 
« this inquiry? Is it among heretics? where all things are 
6 extraneous and oppoſite to our truth, and to whom we are 
te prohibited to go. What ſervant would expect food from 
an alien, not to ſay, an enemy of his Lord? What ſol- 
* dier would receive a gift and pay from Princes not in 
league, not to ſay, enemies; unleſs he were an avowed 
t deferter, turncoat and rebel? No one can be ſupported 
« by him, by whom he is deſtroyed. No one can be illu- 
„ minated by him, by whom he is brought into obſcurity, | 
« Let us, therefore, inquire in our own communion, and 
« from our own people, and concerning what properly be- 
u Jongs to ourſelves ; and about that only which may be call- 
led in rr — 


Uwi enim exit finis credendi ? ubi ftatio credendi ? ubi expun tio in- 


* 4 Marcionem ? led et Valeptinus proponit: n et 
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Mues te vhs led pe tis introducing the Rule of 
Faith here, it muſt be grunted, chat it is levelled againſt 
Ebion, as well as the others mentioned. If the leaſt credit 
be due to Tertullian as 'a writer, it muſt alſo be granted, 
that it had this meaning, as underſtood by the whole of that 
church of which he was a member. It is equally clear that 
Ebion was a heretic in her eſtimation ; and that thoſe who 
adhered to his principles were aliens or extraneous * 
ſons; and not admitted to her communion. | 

Dr P., i „ has made various efforts to confine the | 
charge of hereſy, as brought by Tertullian againſt Ebion, 1 
to his attachment to the law. But we have already demon- 3 
ſtrated the vanity of theſe. Had he meant to deſcribe E- 

bion as a heretic, only, or even principally, becauſe of his 

Judaiſm ; it is natural to ſuppoſe that, in the Rule of Faith 

he was about to rehearſe, there would have been an article 

direMy oppoſing this judaical attachment. But the ,Rule | | 
given by Tertullian ftrikes againſt no other error ngaintain-. 2 
ed by Ebion, but that reſpecting the perſon of Chrift. And ; 
in this reſpect, eee as to 

that of the Gnoſtics. 

| After reading the paſſage laſt quoted from Tertillids, in 

which he views Unitarians equally with Gnoſtics, as 4 
(Hens, PEE p them 4 gi from bor ore] 

7 R4 =" of 

iovenietis. Apud Valentinum ? fed et Apelles bac me. provuaciatione 
pulſabit, et Hebion, et Simon, et omnes ex ordine non habent aliud, quo 

ſe mihi inſinuantes, me fibi adducint, Nobis etſi quezrendum eſſet 

adhuc et ſemper, ubi tamen queri opportet? Apud hereticos? ubi om - 

nia extranea et adverſaria noſtrz veritati, ad quos vetamur accedere. 

Quis ſervus cibaria ab extraneo, ne dicam ab inimico domini ſui - ſperat ? 

Quis miles ab infcederatis, ne dicam ab hoſtibus regibus, donativum 

ac ſtipendium captat, niſi plane deſertor, et transfuga, et rebellis?— 

Nemo inde ſtrui poteſt, unde deſtruitur. Nemo ab eo illuminatur, a quo 

contenebratur. Quaramus ergo in noſtro, et a noſtris, et de noſtro: 

idque duntaxat quod, ſalva regula fidei, in quæſtionem devenice. 

Regula eſt autem, & c. De Fræſeript. & 10. 23. 


of the Catholic church; had any one ſaid. to him; . But 


— 
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after all, you do not exclude theſe men from communion, 
* on account of their differing from you as to ſome. of the 
« articles mentioned in your Rule of Faith; it is ſcarcely 
ſuppoſable that the tart Preſbyter would have deigned to 
give him an anſwer. For he muſt, have thought, that hu- 
3 afforded no e in which he. unn 

with ſuch a perſon. 

| Whatever may be ſaid of the — . * 
excluding Unitarians; it is certain that, in tha time of Ter- 
tullian, they were actually excluded from communion with the 
church. It has been clearly proved that they were account- 
ed heretics by him, and by that church of which he was a 
member. Let us now hear his ſentence concerning them; 
If they are heretics, they cannot be Chriſtians . Afﬀ- 
ter declaring any to be heretics, it would no more occur to 
any ancient writer to declare, in ſo many words, that they 
were not admitted to communion, than gravely to inform 
his reader that heathens did uot enjoy this privilege. For 
thoſe, whom they did not account Chriſtians, muſt _— 
been to them as heathens and publicans. 

When ſpeaking of two ways in which a ad might 
. be proved to be apoſtolical, either as having her origin 
from the apoſtles, or from apoſtolical men, or as holding the 
lame faith, Tertullian ſays: “ Thus all hereſies, challen- 
«« ged by our churches either way, may prove themſelves 
| & to be apoſtolical, as they imagine. But neither are they 
«* ſo; nor can they prove what they are not. Nor are 
* they received into peace and fellowſhip by the churches, 
« in whatever manner apoſtolical ; vis. on account of the 
difference of the ſacrament, they being in no reſpe& a- 


« poſtolical 
Si enim hæretici lan, Chriſtiqa no pain, De Praferip 
oe 


« poſtolical e Iron eee. 
he proceeds to ſhew that the doctrine of the Apoſtles was 
directed againſt them. Having mentioned one hereſy of 
Ebion, his adherence to the law, as oppoſed in the Epiſtle 
to the Galatians, he afterwards ſhews that becauſe this be- 
retic denied Jeſus to be the Son of God he, was one of theſe 
antichriſts, againſt hom. the firſt pn of John was 


written. | ont ante io ut N 


$0 clear is it that, in the time of Cyprik, who died leſs 
than forty years after Tertullian, all heretics, among whom 
he reckons the Patripaſſians, one-claſs of Unitarians, were 
excluded from the church, that he urges their being re-bap» 
tized upon the renunciation of. their errors. He had no 
idea of their very ordinances being valid, becauſe, their 
faith was different from that of the church. For if the 
« heretics,” he ſays, have one faith with us, they may 
have one grace. If the Patripaſſians, Anthfopians, Ge, 
« confeſs the ſame Father, the ſame Son, the ſame holy 
Spirit, the ſame church with us they may alſo have 
the ſame baptiſm, if their faith be one +.” Nay, Cy- 

#* Ita omnes hereſes, ad utranque formam a noſtris Ecclefiis provocatæ, 
probent ſe quaqua puta Apoſtolicas. Sed adeo nec ſunt: nee poſſunt 


probare quod non ſunt: nec recipiuntur in pacem et in communicationem 


ab Eceleſiis quoquo modo apoſtolicis : ſcilicet ob diverfitatem mm. 
ti , nullo modo apoſtolice. Ib. e. 32. 


I By the expreſſion, ob diverſitatem facramenti, 7 lie is ſuppoſed 
to ſignify the difference between the beretical confeſſions of faith, re- 
quired in the ſacrament of baptiſm, and that, as to ſub/iance, univerſally 
received by the apoſtolical churches. Vid. Not. Pamelii in loc. | 


I Scripfiſti mihi—de hereticorum baptiſmo, qui foris poſiti, et extra 
eccleſiam conſtituti.— Nam fi fides una eſt nobis et hereticis, poteſt eſſe 
et gratia una. Si eundem patrem, eundem filium, eundem ſpiritum fanc- ' 
tum, eandem ecclefiam confitentur nobiſcum Patripaſſiani, Anthropiani, 
Valentiniani, —et ctetetæ h#reticoruam peſtes,—poteſt illic et baptiſma 


unum eſſe, fi eſt et fides una. — Jubaiano, feR. 1 Wi 8 
219, 4 5 
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«. jt is thought, Tertullian wrote ) by whoſe influence it 
was decreed, e vage pen perr 3 nme 
be re- baptiſed 7. : 

It is evident chat eee himſelf was of this ta: 
His language proves/this, while it affords further evidence 
that all reckoned heretics (among whom were Unitarians) 
were excluded from communion. © For heretics,” he ſays; 
« 9 tier no felloufthiy in our diſcipline, as the very denial 
« of communion to them proves that they are extraneous,” 
or, ſueh as are without. 4 I ought not to acknowledge in 
them what is enjoined'on me, becauſe they and we have 
« not the ſame God, nor one, that is, the ſame Chreft. 
« Therefore, r INE WENT one, decauſe it is not 


© the ſame f:* +> © 


But Dr P. is determined, if poſſible, to find æ place for 
his predeceſſors within the pale of the church. The bi- 
« ſhop,” he fays, © and principal clergy, zealous' for the 
« Jodrine of the Trinity, might, of their own accord, ha- 
4*« rangue their audiences on the ſubject, or they might pray 
« as Trinitarians; but if the Unitarians could bear with it, 
«they might ſtil continue in communion with them, there 
„ being no law or rule to exclude them 5.” That they 
were excluded by the creed, that is by the general belief 


of the church, has been already proved. If they could bear 


with Trinitarian expoſitions, harangues and prayers, they 

could not be Unitarians in principle: for they could not be 
* Baronii Annal. Vol. ii. A. 217. | = 
| Cyprian. ubi ſup. ſec. * % 

t Heeretici autem nullum babent conſortium * diſciplines, ques 
extraneos utique teſtatur ipſa ademptio communicationis. Non debeo in 
ne mihi eſt præceptum, quia non idem Deus eſt nobis 

Kills ner unus Chriſtus, id eſt idem. Jde6que nec 2 unus, 


5 3 hh De Bagtiſino, c. 25. 


% 


cg l e ee e Church, 8th 


luppolsd to hive any principle.” They muſt have borne - 


with, nay, joined in what they accounted blaſphemy, and 


. 


reckoned idolaters, I 
We are aſſured by Terrullian, that4f they declurediheir 


doubts only, they were conſidered as men "who were e 


Chriſtians, Thus, it is evident, that they could not-ayvow 
choſe to conceal them, and outwardly to ſubmit to the 
church's expoſition, believing it to be falſe; they did ſo at 
their own peril. The church could not, on this account, 
be ſaid © not to exclude” them. Theſe only trac Chriſtians 
were men who only believed with the heart. They made 
no confeſſion with the mouth. If Dr P. chooſes to own them 
on theſe terms; he is welcome to all the honour he can de- 
rive from ſuch a connexion. But what could he coolly 
think of that man, who although at heart a Socinian, 
would not only ſubſcribe the Thirty-nine” Articles of the 
Church of England, but profeſſionally join in e e a 
nitarian prayers and doxologies of that church? i 

The Doctor's hypotheſis flatly contradicts the — 
of Irenzus ; who declares that the church, which is uni- 
verſal, hath one and the ſame faith throughout the whole 
« world *.” The Rule of Faith, given by him, as directly 
oppoſes Unitarian, as Gnoſtic errors. We hold,” he 
ſays, © the rule of truth, that is, that 'there- is one omni- 
potent God, who made all things by his Word,” Ce f. 
That Chriſt is here meant is undeniable. - For Irenzeus 

Tec vous nein Tru; Hue xa THY —_— 
TATE ros ge. Lib. i. c. 4. | 


+ Cum teneamus autem 4 
Deus, quia omnia condidit per Verbum ſuum, &c. Ib. c. 19. 
| 3 | 


j 


o 


dot only quotes the beginning of John's Goſpel, and Cal. i. 


« believed to be, the only, or the on/y-begotten, becauſe he 


26 Gentile Unitarians , . Book VI. 


26. here the creation of all things, viſible and invi/ble,..s 


aſcribed to Chriſt 3 but he uniformly, deſcribes. bis Saviour 
as the Word of the Father. n 


Our author well knows the faith of the tual Biſhop 
of Lyons. Now, he declares that this was the faith recei- 
ved by the whole church; and oppoſes this Rule to all the 
hereſies he was about to mention, to that of Ebionites as well 
as Gnoſtics. For he ſays; © Therefore, holding this rule, 


„ although they differ much and in a great variety of ways, 


. W they Mb ay 
«the truth *.” 

But though it ſhould be refuſed, vs * * we hw 
ſeen cannot be juſtly done, that that was properly the 


Creed, which was the belief of the church called Catholic, 


according to the received meaning of the words; it may 
be demonſtrated that Unitarians were excluded by the 
very letter of it. It might be urged, that no Unitarian 
could conſcientiouſly ſay ; I believe in Jeſus Chriſt, his 
only Son,“ as expreſſed by the Latin church, or his on- 
* ly begotten Son,” as in all the Greek copies +: becauſe 
he did not believe in Chriſt, as either the on{y, or the only- 
begotten Son of God; admitting man, though in an infe- 


rior degree, to a participation in the ſame kind of Sonſhip. 


It might be urged, that the catholic church undoubtedly 


conſidered Unitarians as excluded by this article. For Max- 
imus Taurinenſis, who flouriſhed A. 422, gives this as the 


undiſputed meaning of the language: He is called, and 


«1s 


* Hanc ergo tenentes aaa, licet valdè varia et multa dicant, facile 
eos deviaſſe a veritate ui. Ib. 


+ Pearſon on the Creed, p. 105. 


Chap, I. | excluded from the Church 2069. 


« neee U no n in ws; 
But 1 tall init on that article only, which reſpetted his | 
miraculous conception. Both Irenzus + and Tertullian t_ 
mention this as contained in the Rule of Faith in their 
times. All, who mention Ebion's tenets, ſpeak of him as 
denying the miraculous conception. Our author thinks it, 
probable that all the early Ebionites did ſo 1. We have, 
no reaſon to think otherwiſe, eſpecially as Irenzus ſpeaks, 
of the Ebionites, without exception, as following Theodo- 
tion with reſpe& to this article ||, We hear of none, to 
whom this name was given, believing the miraculous concep- * 
tion, before the time of Origen. Dr P. goes ſo far as to aſſert wy 
that the diſbelief of this doQtrine © extended likewiſe to the 
« Gentile converts, probably the majority of them even in 
the time of Juſtin Martyr . He ſays of Gentiles who 
denied this doctrine: . Some, and probably a conſiderable 
% number (or they would hardly have been mentioned at 
« all) remained to the time of Origen ++.” He afterwards 
mentions it as © very probable, that the diſciples ot Paulus 
« Samoſatenſis, and, if fo, the generality of the Gentile _ 
« Unitarians of his time, diſbelieved the miraculous con- 
0 ception, and paid no regard to the introduction to the 
« Goſpel of Luke, any more than that of Matthew 1. 
I ſhall aſk no other proofs than thoſe with which Dr P. 
furniſhes me. The natural concluſion is, if the Sy 
* Unicus autem, vel unigenitus, annunciatur et creditur, quia unus ita 
eſt genitus, neque habet in nativitati conſortem. Homil, in Symbol. 


p. 239. 
t Adv. haer. I. 1. e. 2 t De Virgin. Veland. c. 2. 
775 1 
$ Vol. iv. p. 64. | Lib. iii. e. 24. 
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if the Gentile Unitarians in the time of Juſtin, if, very pro» 
bably, the diſciples of Paul of Samoſata, denied the mira- 
culous conception; they were all excluded by the creed, 
as it ſtood in the earlieſt ages. Po... 

Our author ſeems to have foreſeen this W and 


endeavours to provide againſt it, Becauſe both Jewiſh and 
Gentile Unitarians denied this doctrine, he concludes, that 


« we cannot infer from Irenzeus inſerting the article of the 


© miraculous conception in bis gloſs on the Creed, that it 


« was the belief of al Chriſtians, Like Tertullian af- 
« ter him, he might have put into it the articles of his 
« own faith .“ But this concluſion involves a falſe ſuppo- 
ſition. For, as has been proved, theſe ancient writers did 
not reckoni the Unitarians Chriſtians. But the Doctor has 
taken care not to inſert the paſſage in Irenæus which he had 
in his eye. Does he refer to that in the ſecond chapter of 
the firſt Book? There Irenæus aſſerts that the church, © diſ - 
« perſed through the whole world, to the very ends of the 
« earth, hath received from the apoſtles, and their diſei - 
« ples that faith which is in one God,—who hath declared 
that generation which is of a Virgin .“ So far is this 
from being his own gloſs, that he atteſts the reception of 
this doctrine by the whole church. As the church,” he 
ſays, © diſperſed throughout the world, hath received, the 


_ « diligently preſerves this declaration, and this faith 4.” 


This he elſewhere affirms to be the old tradition {.”. 
Vol. iv. p. 91. | \ i 
I Fecleſia enim per univerſum orbem, uſque ad fines terre ſeminata, 


et ab apoſtolis, et diſcipulis eorum accepit eam fidem, que eſt in unum 
Deum,—qui per Prophetas predicavit—cam quz eſt ex Virgine gene- 


rationem. 


Hanc predicationem cum acceperit, et hane fidem, quemadmodum 
prædiximus, Eecleſia, et quidem in univerſum mundum difſeminata, * 


| ligenter cuſtodit. Lib. i. c 3. 


$ Lib. iii. c. 4. 


Chips I. — Church. "000% 


Although Dr P. aſſerts that Tertullian gives only his 
own expoſition of the Creed, in the work de Preſeriptton;- © 
bus, he grants that in his treatiſe de Virgtnibus Velandis, 
he © recites the ſeveral articles of it, as it ſtood in his time . 
If, therefore, the Ehionites, and the greateſt part of Gen- 
tile Unitarians denied the miraculous conception, as our au- 
thor acknowledges, were not all theſe expreſsly excladed'by 
that article recited by Tertullian; Born of the Virgin i 
Mary +?” Could Jeſus be born of a Virgin, and yet have 3 
Joſeph for his father? That this article was, in ancient * 
times, generally underſtood as oppoſed to Unitarians, as 
much as Gnoſtics, is evident from the manner in which 
Gennadius Maſſilienfis explains it:. Although the Son of 
God was born of a woman, yet it was not by cho mad 
tion of a man, as Eb:on affirms . | | 

In the Creed of Aquileia, and as would ſeem, in ſome ' 
others, the words, invi/ible and impaſſible, were added to 
the clauſe concerning the Father. This, Ruffinus fays, was | 
on account of the Patripaſſians $. Before the time of Paul 
of Samoſata, a froth WES RE WE EATEN a 
tarians who troubled the church. ; 

Before leaving this ſubje&, we may attend es one obſer- 
n Indeed, I believe it is the 0 

general opinion of learned Chriſtians, that the Apoſtles 

| © 200% - 


* Letters to Dr Horlley, P. i. p. 21. a 
Natum ex Virgine Maria, De Virg. Veland. c. t. 


4 Natur of ergo. Dei Fus x hend « mon . 
non ex viri coitu, ficut Ebion dicit. Later. you * Fob De 
Eccleſ. Dogmat. p. 25g. 


| $ His additur invifbilew et impaſibilem. Sciendum quod duo Illi der- 
mones in Ecclefiz Romanz ſymbolo non habentur : conſtat autem apud 
nos additos, hæreſeos cauſa Sabellii, illius proſecto que a , 3 
ban appellarur. Kxpoſ, in Symbol, ſeRt, . 
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« bock md gent care to inculoate this doftrine (of the mi- 
4 raculous conception) but-chiefly urged articles of greater 


„ moment. Among others, I ſhall give in the margin the 
 « opinion of Biſhop Bull to this purpoſe *.” All that Bi- 


ſhop Bull ſays, is; (It may be ſhrew4ly conjectured, that 
„the declaration of this myſtery was reſerved till che 
s more full expoſition of the goſpel, after baptiſm 4,” 
Here he is not ſpeaking of thoſe times when men were not 
baptiſed, till after they had been long in che ſtate of cate- 
chumens; but of the apoſtolic age, when they received this 
ng 
Chriſt, the Son of God. > 

But from this conceſſion, Dr P. "aſton mis thi | 
worthy Biſhop join with thoſe who aſſert that © the apoſtles 
took no great care to inculcate this doctrine. This is 
entirely in the ſtyle in which he treats Athanaſius. Becauſe 


he ſpeaks of the prudence of the Apoſtles, in not enlarging 
on the ſubject of our Saviour's godhead, when addreſſing 


unbelieving Jews, Dr P. is pleaſed to infer, that Athanaſius 


meant that the Apoſtles took no great care, at any time, 


to inculcate this doctrine. He ſeems reſolved to compel 
both the ancient, and the modern Athanaſius, to contri- 
bute to his ſcheme, however reluctantly. But we I = 


man, and the manner of his communication. 


Befides the proof he wiſhes to derive from Fg dard he 


attempts to ſhew that © all the Unitarians continued in 


« communion with the Catholic church till the time of 


« Theodotus, about the year 200; 1“ becauſe we have no 


„Vol. iv. p. 87, 88. | 
+ Haud vane igitur augurari licet, hujus myſterii propalationem pie- 
niori evangelii expoſitioni poſt m_—_—_— reſervatam fulſſe. Oper. p. 339. 


ap. Auct. 


1 Vol. iti. p. 237. 
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particular account of any ſeparate focietie formed by 
them. 

I they: Ad nien ine claro; it could only be by 
2 baſe concealment of their principles, and by ſymbolizing 
with others in their ſuppoſed idolatry. For we have ſeen, 
that the letter of the creed excluded all who denied the. mi- 
raculous conception. Theſe, according to our author, form- 
ed the majority of Unĩtarians. But the fact is ; he cannot 
prove that there were any Unitarians of another deſcription, 
in this early period. At any rate, the deſign and meaning 
of the creed excluded them all. If they declared their fen- 
timents, and did not retract them, if they even continued 
to doubt ; they were denied to be Chriſtians, and pronoun- 
ced heretics. Can it be ſuppoſed that the perſon, who de- 
clared thoſe to be antichriſts that denied Chriſt to be the 
Son of God, who reckoned the Ebionites heretics on this 
account, and who went ſo. far as to urge, that all heretics 
ſhould be re-baptized, would continue in a communion in 
which avowed Unitarians were tolerated, without one ef- 
fort for the vindication of injured truth, or without a fingle 
complaint? Would he dare to ſay, that ſuch were extra- 
neous (noftris ecchyfuts) in the eſtimation of the various 
branches of the Catholic church; if the whole of that church, 
us well en ths. hevetics. of whom bd Wopts cont have. green 
him the lie? | 


But as we learn from Ruffinus, that Ebion aſſembled a 
church diſtin& from the Apoſtolic, it is equally clear, from 
what be mee, that ths" was: ons ys all the other 

« heretics.” Their ſeparation from the church, indeed, is 
the very proof given by that writer of the propriety of the 
character he had beſtowed on her, as being that © holy 
church which had not ſpot or blemiſh.” He muſt alſo 
be underſtood, as declaring the conduct of the church, not 
merely with reſpe& to heretics in his own time, but with 
reſpect to all former heretics, This appears, not only from 

Vox. II. 8 his 
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his mentioning them univerſally, but from jhe particular 
notice he takes of the moſt ancient heretics. It is alſo wor- 
thy of obſervation, that he contraſts all theſe hereſies, whe- 
cher in his own, or in former times, with the unity of the 
church, as © taught to believe in one God under the my- 
4 ſtery of a Trinity “.“ Thence it appears, that he had 
eſpecially Wan ware in his ere, which are or to 
this, 
What Dr P. aſſerts ſeems very made that none of 
| the Gentile Unitarians left the communion of the church, 
before Theodotus. But are we thence to conclude, with 
him, not only that the church tolerated them, but that they 
were the majority ? Surely, there never was a more ground- 
+ leſs inference. We have ſeen, that the firſt ſuppoſition is 
contradicted by all the contemporary accounts of the temper 
of the church at that time. Therefore, inſtead of ſuppoſing 
that the Unitarians were the majority, the only idea that 
ve can form is, that if they had any exiſtence in the church, 
" they virtually abjured their principles. Thus, if the Doc- 
tor's argument prove ay thing, it proves that there were 
no avowed Unitarians in the church, before Theodotus. 
This muſt, indeed, be acknowledged as the fact, if we have 
the leaſt reſpect to ancient hiſtory. For Euſebius "declares 
that . Theodotus was the father of this God-denying ape- 
« flacy /”* that is, he was the firſt Gentile, in the commu- 
ar we the oder who taus abandoned her principles. 


$EC- 


0 


* Hi ergo qui "Sony in unum Deum credere doc hank fub myſterio 

| Trinitatis, credere hoe etiam debent unam eſſe eceleſiam ſunctam.— 

1ita eft ergo ſana eceleſia, non habens maculam aut rugam. Multi enim 

et alii eceleſias congregarunt, ut Marcion, ut Valentious, ut Hebion, ut 

- Manichzus, ut Acius, a c#teri omnes hæretici. Track in * 
ſet 37. 
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SECTION u. 


The Gentile F bad diſlin®tive names. 1 
Ali. N 


D* P.'s SECOND argument is as flimſy a one as ever was 

offered to the world. The very circumſtance „ he 
ſays, © of the Unitarian Gentiles having no ſeparate et 
« is of itſelf a proof that they had no ſeparate afſemblies, 
„and were not n from the common maſs of 
« Chriſtians *.” 

This argument, it muſt be evident, Sina not 3 to 
approach the limits which our author has preſcribed to him- 
ſelf, in the title of this ſection. Though they ſhould have 
had no ſeparate name, would this prove that they were the 
majority ? But the learned Gentleman takes his leave of the 
proper ſubject for a time, and ſeems inclined, as in the pre- 
ceding argument, to confine himſelf to the proving of their | 
fellowſhip with the Catholic church. His proof 1s, that 
they had no ſeparate name. What? were they not called 
Paulians, Sabellians, Noetians, Artemonites, c.? Had 
they not thus a variety of ſeparate names ? This our author 

acknowledges. But it is not ſufficient, 

It muſt, either be proved, that Gentile Unitarians had 
one ſeparate name, including them all; or he will continue 
to refuſe that they were in a ſtate of ſeparation from the 
church. For “ theſe,” he ſays, were only names given 
them in particular places from local circumſtances.” 
Theſe names are too particular for our author. He muſt 
have a general one, including all Gentile Unitarians, what- 
ever were their local circumſtances, and how much ſoever 
the various parties differed from. each other. 5 

„ But 
. vol. fl 5. 57. CEE 


| But does not a ſeparate name, whether general or parti. 
cular, imply the idea of ſeparation # Dr P. juſtly obſerves, 
that © when bodies of men are formed, diſtinguĩſhed from 


others by their opinions, manners or cuſtoms, they ne- 


i cefſarily become the ſubjects of converſation and writing, 


and it being extremely inconvenient to make uſe of pe- 
_ © riphraſes, or, deſcriptions, particular names will be given 


*to them.” But will he therefore undertake to prove, 
that when theſe bodies are not only © diſtinguiſhed from 
« others,” but diſtin from one another, one general name 
will be given to them a//# Is it not more natural to 
ſuppoſe, that they will receive particular names, diſtin- 

guiſhing them not merely from the church they have left, 
but from each other? If they not only hold very differ- 
ent opinions, but appear in-different places, and at different 
times; is it not ſtill more natural to ſuppoſe that they will 
be variouſly characterized? From the learned: writer's. or- 
dinary mode of reaſoning, I perſuade myſelf, that Had he- 
found that Gentile Unitarĩans had received one general de - 
ſignation only, he would have reckoned the circumſtance 
no leſs favourable to him. Why,” might he have ſaid, 
had theſe Unitarians been ſeparate from the church; ap- 
« pearing as they certainly did, in different places, and un- 


« der different leaders, it cannot be conceived that thoſe, 


from whom they ſeparated, would have unanimouſly agreed 
« to give them one name. This is without à parallel in 
the hiſtory of the church. They would have had many 

« according to the variation of theircircumſtances. As they 
had not ſeparate names, while we know that they differed 


% from one another, we can form no other conclufion, than 


« that they were all in communion with the church.” Had 
his argument been thus reverſed, would not the AT) 0: 

have been much ſtronger? 
The variety of names given to theſe heretics, is « better 
prov of their being ſeparate from the church, than. 4 
one 
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one general name could have been. For as the variety or 
particularity of theſe names, is no objection to their being 
what he calls ſeparate, it demonſtrates the ſeparation of 
thoſe to whom they were given, not only from the church, 
but from one another. The references contained in theſe 
particular deſignations, alſo ſhew that it would have been 
difficult to have found a general one. Pethaps, there was 
not one, that the Catholic church would have choſen to be- 
ſtow on heretics. She would never have called them Uni. 
 tarians ; being perſuaded that ſhe alone held the ſcriptural 
doctrine of the unity. Our author may give this name to 
the followers both of Theodotus, and of Praxeas ; although 
the former held that Chrift was a mere man; aud the lat- 
ter, that he was the ſame perſon as the Father, and there- 
fore, that the Father ſuffered. - Cyprian calls the former 
Antbropians, and the latter Patripaſſian; . Lactantius 
gives the former the ſame name . Marius Mercator ſays, 
that Photinus and his followers were called Homuncionitet, 
by the Roman church tg. The only difference between 
this name and that of Fnthropiass, evidently is, that the 
one is of Greek, and the other of Latin, origin. Thus, 
though the ancients did not think proper to characterize 
theſe heretics by any one general name, and ſcarcely could 
do ſo, becauſe of the diametrical oppoſition of the different 
parties; they adopted two of this deſcription, as pointing 
out the two great branches of this hereſy. 

The very names to which Dr P.objetts, zz arifing * from 
local circumſtances,” afford the ſtrongeſt evidence we 
could wiſh, of the bodies to which they were given being 
ſeparate from the church. For theſe names were impoſed, 
according to her invariable practice from the beginning, 
vn . The Gentile Unitarians were 

8 3 called 
„ + Inftitut. lib. iv. c. ult. 
$ ln Refutat, Anathem, Neſtorii ap. Ittigü Haer. fect. i. c. 5. P 
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called « Paulians, Sabellians, Nottians or Artemonites,“ 
from Paul of Samoſata, Sabellius, N oe tus and Artemon; 
as Juſtin Martyr ſays of other heretics, © every one being | 
% named from the leader of the opinion “. 

After all, the Doctor ſeems to think that he has diſcover- 
ed one general name. © The name, he ſays, © by which | 
the Gentile Unitarians were ſometimes diſtinguiſhed, —' 
« was that of Monarchifts.” But he will not allow us to 
derive any benefit from the diſcovery. For he adds; 
This was probably aNumed by themſelves, from their 
« aſſerting the monarchy of the Father, in oppoſition to — 
« the divinity of the Son. For had it been a name given 
« them by their enemies, it would probably have been of 
a different kind, and have implied ſome reproach +.” The 
amount of this argument is; The Catholic church did 
“ not generally beſtow this name on thoſe who aſſumed 
« it; therefore, ſhe continued to hold communion with 
« them.” 

But our author endeavours to prove the neceſſity 4 ſuch 
a general name, from analogy. „Had the Unitarians,” he 
ſays, been conſidered as heretics, and of courſe formed 
« ſeparate ſociettes, they would as certainly have been di- 
« ſtinguiſhed by ſome particular name, as the Gnoſtics were, 
« who were in that fituation.t.” After what has been ſaid, 
this ſcarcely requires an anſwer. But as it is the main pillar 
of DrP.'s proof, it may he obſerved that even the name of 
Gnoftics does not ſeem to ha ye been univerſally uſed as a gene- 
ral deſignation for many ages. Juſtin Martyr diſtinguiſhes 
theſe heretics by particular names, from the founders of 
the various ſeQts, but does not mention any general name. 

Therefore, according to the Doctor's reaſoning, they were 

not 


Dial. p. 253. 7 Vol iii. p. 239. + Ib. p. 237. 
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not heretics in the time of Juſtin. For if the argument be 
good in the one inſtance, it muſt be as good in the other. 
Irenœus, indeed. ſpeaks of Gnoſties: but this general, or as 
Dr P. calls it, this particular name occurs very ſeldom in his 
work. Tertullian treats of the Gnoſties, as diſtinct from Va- 
lentinians, Marcionites, &c. whence it has been thought that 
he had one particular ſect in his eye, as more eſpecially di- 
ſtinguiſhed by this name. Origen alſo exprefsly diſtin- 
guiſhes Valentinians from Gnoſtics, ſpeaking of the former 
as different from the latter . Although Euſebius gives an 
account of the various claſſes of Gnoſtics, calling them after 
their leaders, I have not obſerved that the general name is 
mentioned by him. Even Auguſtine, in his ſhort; treatiſe 
on hereſy, uſes the term Gnoſtics as the name of one ſet 
only, 
But although this name had been w uſed, Ron 
the very origin of this hereſy, as including the various 
claſſes; muſt it follow that Unitarians, notwithſtanding the 
variety of particular deſignations they had, were not ac- 
counted heretics, becauſe they had not a name of the ſame 
kind? Let thoſe who perceive the force of the reaſoniny, 
pleaſe themſelves with it. 

Dr P., when ſpeaking of thoſe who called themſelves 
„% Monarchi/ts,” ſays that they were diſtinguiſhed by this 
name “ before the ſeparation of any of them from the Ca- 
« tholic church t.“ But he has forgot to give us his proof 
of this aſſertion. Tertullian gives this name to Praxeas 
and his followers, who made the Father, Son and Holy 
| Ghoſt to be one perſon. But he evidently gives it in con- 
tempt, calling them moſt vain Monarchians t. It is in 
the ſame manner that Irenzus adnuts the name of Gno- 
ſtics. Speaking of ſome who gave a repreſentation of their 
84 genealogies, 
* Cont, Celf. I. 5. p. 271. . 
I Vol ill. p. 239. j Acv, Pizx. c. 10 
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viſh theſe powers to be conſidered as exiſting before By- 


« thos and Sige, that they may appear more perfect than 


< the perfect, and more knowing than Gnoftics ; ſo that one 


may juſtly call out to them, O trifling ſophiſts . | 
Dr P. grants, that if the Unitarians had © been conſider- 
ed as heretics,” they would “ of courſe have formed ſe- 
« parate ſocieties.” But Tertullian clearly ſpeaks of the 
Monarchians as heretics. , When anſwering their argument, 
in ſupport of that unity for which they contended, from the 
poſſibility of all things to God, he ſays; God could have 
at once extinguiſhed Praxeas and others equally heretics : | 
but becauſe he could, he hath not done ſo. For it was 
« neceſſary that there ſhould be—heretics +.” Now, if the 
followers of Praxeas, who called themſelves Monarchians, 
were © conſidered as heretics,” they muſt ** of courſe have 
formed ſeparate focieties ;” our author himſelf being 
judge. 7 
It is generally agreed that this name was firſt aſſumed by 
Praxeas and his followers 1, there being no evidence of its 
former exiſtence, This circumſtance affords another proof 
of the falſity of our author's aſſertion, that the Gentile 
Unitarians were diſtinguiſhed by this name before their 
ſeparation, Tertullian is the firſt who gives them this de- 
ſignation, or indeed mentions it. His work againſt Praxeas, 
| in 
* Tavras Bunorra; Tas Syraperis TguTagxe Tv Ruby xa vhs Oe | 
ne, 11% u TIAGQTION Darwen ovTis, Xa Tracey we IxaTIRN, 


Te us Sinai wy Tis irh, N AngoAoye G6P15 at, Lib. I. 
c. F. p. 60. ä 
t Potuit et Praxean, et omnes pariter bæreticos ſtatim entinxiſſe : non 


tamen quia potuit, extinzit. Opportebat enim eſſe—hirreticos. Adv. 


Prax. c. 10. 


4 Baronii Annal. vol. . A. c. . Moſheim's Hiſt. vol. I. Cent. 3. 
. c. 5. 


i» which Henry eee: ie e 
after the condemnation of this heretic by 'Zephyrinus ®, 
Now, when the head of the party was condemned, is it in 
any degree probable that his followers, perſiſting in their 
errors would be ſuffered to continue in communion, or 
would have continued, although ſuffered ? ? F 
The genuine hiſtory of this ed, us far as wo can learn 
it, ſeems to be this. Praxeas brought the Patripaſian 
doctrine from Aſia, and was the firſt who introduced it into 
the Roman territories. He was condemned by Zephyri- 
nus, biſhop of Rome. In conſequence of his condemna- 
tion, he wrote and figned a recantation of his errors. 
When Tertullian wrote againſt him, his hand-writing was 
in poſſeſſion of the Catholics, Praxeas, after his condem- 
nation, ſeemed to amend. But before he was condemned, 
he, or ſome others, had propagated his doctrine at Car- 
thage. For Tertullian, having ſpoken of the introduction 
of this hereſy into the Roman territories, adds that * he, 
© being of a reſtleſs ſpirit, introduced it elſewhere.” How- 
ever, it ſoon ſeemed to be baniſhed from Africa. His 
* tares,” ſays the ancient writer, © being ſcattered Bere, bore 
fruit, many ſleeping in ignorance of doctrine: but driven 
« hence, by whom it pleaſed God to employ, they ſeemed 
« to be even eradicated.” Moſt probably Tertullian means 
modeſtly to infinuate that he was himſelf the inſtrument. 
The condemnation of Praxeas by the biſhop of Rome would 
alſo greatly contribute to the ſuppreſſion. of his hereſy. 
But ſome time after, he vented it anew. The tares ſeemed to 
be rooted out. But,” Tertullian ſubjoins, © on all hands 
they diffuſed their ſeed. Thus for ſome time in a hypo- 
 * critical manner he lay hid, craftily retaining life under 
ground; and now at length he hath burſt forth +,” It 

e o ee abs; e th x ap. Baron. ut ſup. 
+ Nam ige primus ab Ads boc genus perverſitatis intulit Romane 
dome, 
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8 on this fecond appearance of the hekeſy of Praxeas, wat 
Tertullian wrote againſt i it. : 2230 

But we have not the leaſt reaſon to ſuppole that it wis 
ever tolerated in the Catholic church. This in indulgence 
could not be extended to Praxeas himſelf,” before he went 
to Rome. For according to the teſtimony of Pacianus, he 
was a Montaniſt . | Nor was this tlie caſe afterwards. For 
Tertullian ſaßs that © the buſineſs was tranſacted among 
« the Phychici, ci,” and that this was the cauſe of the filence 
of Praxeas. He not only refers to his condemnation, but 
ſpeaks of it as approved by all the Catholic church. As 
little could his followers be faid to be tolerated. For ac- 
cording to the ſame writer, when this heretic firſt diſcover- 
ed himſelf, his tares were caſt out of the African churches, 


On the renewal of his hereſy, the condemnation would un- 


doubtedly be renewed, and would extend to his followers. 
They were, indeed, the very perſons whom Cyprian calls 


Patripaſſians. For they were not acknowledged by the 


name which they aſſumed. He alſo, as has been proved, 
expreſsly calls them heretics, denies, that they were of the 
ſame church, and pleads that ſuch, on their return from he- 


reſy, ſhould be rebaptized T. As, in the ſame place, he 


refers 
humo, et aliis inquietus. FruQificaverant avenæ Praxeanæ, hie quo · 
que ſuperſemiaatæ, dormientibus multis in ſimplicitate doctrinæ; ua - 
ductæ debinc per quem Deus voluit, etiam evulſæ videbantur. Denique 
caverat priſtiuum Doctor de emendatione ſua; et manet chirographum 


apud Pfychicos |, apud quos tune geſta res eſt, exinde ſilentium.— Avenæ 


vcrò ille ubique tunc ſemen excuſſerant. Ita aliquandiu per hypocrifin 
ſubdola vivacitate latitavit: et hunc-denuo erupit. Adv. Prax, c. 1. 

' 4 T7 neet fearcely Jay, that by the Pſychici Tertullian means the mem- 
bers of th: Cathelic church, as he ha! by this time embraced the dettrine 
of Montanus. The followers of this heretic, as they believed that he was 


t be promiſed Paraclete, called all who denied this natural men. 


Adv. Symphroafan. ap. Baron. Annal. vol. ii. p. 278. 
I Ep. ad Jubaian. ſ. 4. Vid. ſup. p. 270. : 
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refers to the authority of Agrippinus, his venerable pre- 
deceſſor, who rebaptized thoſe heretics that returned to the 
church ; it is highly probable that ſome of them were fuch 
as had been corrupted by Praxeas, eſpecially as Agrippinus 
was contemporary with Tertullian, and therefore with 
Praxeas. At any rate, if matters were then carried ſo 
high as to heretics of any deſcription, there is not the leaſt 


probability that thoſe who denied the - BY would be 
ſpared. . 


As Dr P. cannot ſay of "ar Wn eg ſays of Juſtin 
Martyr, that he has treated the Unitarians with ! great re- 
« ſpe,” he takes every opportunity of quarrelling with 
him, ſave where he can turn any general or looſe expreſ- 
ſion his own way. He ſummons this father to his tribunal, 
on occaſion of his. © ineffectual endeavour to impoſe on“ 
our author's worthy predeceſſors, the name of Alagi. As 
to the term Alagi, he ſays, © given to the Unitaxians 
« by Epiphanius, it may be ſafely concluded, that it was 
« impoſed on a falſe. pretence, viz. their denying the au- 
« thenticity of the writings of the Apoſtle John, aud their 
« aſcribing them to Cerinthus v. Dr P. ſeems to reſt his 
aſſertion on three arguments. The firſt is, that for this 
there is no evidence beſides his own,” This we ſhall conſi- 
der afterwards, The ſecond is founded on his not pre- 
«+ tending to have had it from the Unitarians themfelves,” 
But this is evidently of no. weight. For if it was a matter 
of notoriety in the time of Epiphanius, he would never 
think of aſking information from them. Had Epiphanius 
pretended that this was the ſource of his intelligence, it is 
not improbable that the learned Gentleman would have 
told us that he had miſtaken their meaning; that if this had 
been true, it would have been generally known, and there- 
fore that Epiphanius would have had no occaſion to apply 


%s to 
{ Vol. iii. p. 239, &c. 
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to them for information; or that they meant to ſport with 
his credulity. 

His third reaſon follows ; It is ſufficiently evident that 
there could not have been any Chriſtians who rejected all 
| © the writings of John before the time of Euſebius, who 
_ 4 confiders very particularly the objeQtions that had been 
made to all the books of the New Teſtament. And 
* that the ſame people ſhould reje& theſe books after the 
« time of Euſebius, and not before, is highly improba - 
« ble *.” No more improbable, ſurely, than that a great 
part of the ſame people who had for nearly two centuries 
unanimouſly rejected the introduction to Matthew's . 
ſhould afterwards acknowledge it as genuine. | 

Euſebius mentions the doubts entertained with reſpe& to 
the Revelation, when particularizing the books of the New 
Teſtament received by common conſent + Afterwards he 
fully rehearſes the account given by Dionyſius of ſome 
who rejected this book f. He alſo mentions the Ebionites 
as acknowledging only the Goſpel to the Hebrews. Our 
author himſelf, when enumerating the ſacred books of the 
Ebionites, does not pretend that they received any other 
part of the New Teſtament ||. Therefore, he muſt either 
retract his aſſertion, that * there could not have been any 
« Chriſtians who rejected all the writings of John, before 
« the time of Euſebius; or grant what many are already 
perſuaded of, that the Ebionites were no Chriſtians. In- 
deed, when Euſebius aſſerts, in one place, that the four Go- 
ſpels, the Epiſtles of Paul, c were © received by common 
„ conſent {,” and in another , informs us that the Ebio- 
nites received the Hebrew Goſpel only, and rejected all 
the e Paul; it is evident that he did not conſider 
them 


1 4 
# Vol. iii. p. 240. + Hiſt. 1. 3. c. 26. { Ibid. 1. 7, c. 25, 
I Vol. iii. p. 212. $ Hiſt, I. 3. c. 25. 9 Ibid, c. 27, 


Chap. 1. Of the Ali. .... 
them as Chriſtians. As he does not reckon the objections 
ol the Ebionites to the Goſpel of John worthy to be men- 
tioned, although other Unitarians, of Gentile extraction, 
hat als rants nene 
unworthy of his attention. 
But has Epiphanius ſaid that they © rejected all the wri- 
« tings of John?“ This is merely the language of his inter- 
preter. Epiphanius fimply fays; 4 They do not properly 
receive the books publiſhed by the holy John. For they 
« ſay that they are not John's, but thoſe of Cerinthus z 
« and affirm that they are not worthy to be in the church . 
He only aſſerts indefinitely what Euſebius had particularly 
aſſerted with reſpe& to the Revelation f. Epiphanius, in- 
deed, afterwards ſpeaks of them as rejecting the Goſpel of 
Tn PLP Ct the account of the 
Alogi given by Epiphanius, that he meant to confine the 
name to Gentile heretics. He ſeems to have invented it for 
the purpoſe of including all who denied the authenticity of 
John's Goſpel, or the true doctrine concerning the Logos, 
whether Jews or Gentiles. That he means no ſingle body | 
of heretics, is pretty clear from his not mentioning any” 
leader, or particular place where the hereſy made its ap- 
pearance ; which is his ordinary plan. That he includes 
the Ebionites and Cerinthians alſo, is highly probable from 
his mentioning both Ebion and Cerinthus, as aſſerting 
that Chriſt was a mere man, in the ſection immediately 
preceding that in which he introduces the name ; and be- 
27222 packs of 0 a0 na He 
rely 
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his own.” The ſame thing is aſſerted by Philaſter, a 
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rectly oppoſite to the errors of both o. In this ſenſe he 
underſtood by the learned Fabricius +. Epiphanius after- 


| wards deſcribes the Theodotians as a branch of the Alggi. 


But our author reckons without his hoſt, when he is 
pleaſed to ſay of the charge exhibited by Epiphanius a- 
gainſt theſe heretics, that © there is no evidence for it beſides 


writer nearly of the ſame age.' He, having deſcribed 
another claſs, ſays; ** After theſe are the heretics, who do 
not receive the Goſpel according to John, and his Reve- 
lation; and as they do not underſtand, nor deſire to learn 
Tan power of the ſcripture, they continue periſhing in 

« hereſy, ſo that they even dare to ſay that theſe are the 
* aka of that heretic Cerinthus ; and that the Revela- 
« tion itſelf is not that of the bleſſed John the Evangeliſt | 
« and Apoſtle 1.“ Auſtin gives a fimilar teſtimony. The 
« Alogians,” he ſays, are ſo denominated, as being with- 
* out the Word, (for word in Greek is called Logos) be- 
e cauſe they are unwilling to receive God the Word, con- 
« temptuouſly rejecting the Goſpel of John, as they do not 


. 4 receive his Revelation, For they pretend that theſe 


are not his writings ||.” 
The anonymous author of the © Pradeflinat as ; the = 
1s 
Her. gr. ſect. 2. p. 12. 
+ Biblioth. Græc. vol. iii. lib. 4. c. 5. p. W 


Poſt hos ſunt heretici, qui Erangelium ſecunduta 1 et A- 
pocalypſim ipfius non accipiunt, et cum non intelligant vittutem Scrip- 


ture nec deſiderant diſcere, in he reſi permanent” pereuntes, ut etiam 
Cetinthi illius beretici eſſe audeant dicere. et Apocalypfin itidem, non 


beati Joannis Evangeliſtz et Apoſtoli, ſed Ceriathi hæretici. Philaſt. 
de Hær. 60. ap. Lampe Proleg. in Joan. 


| Alogiani propterea fic vocantur, tanquam fine verbo (Logos enim 
Greece verbum dicitur) quia Deum verbum recipere noluetunt, Joannis 
Evangelium reſpuentes, cujus nec Apocalypſin accipiunt, has videlicet 
ſcripturas negant eſſe ipfius. De Hæteſ. c. 30. vol. vi. p. 8. 


Chap. I. NW 257 
is generally called, by ſome ſuppoſed to have been Prima- 
ſius, ſays; © The thirtieth hereſy is that of the Alogi. 
They are ſo called, [becauſe they refuſe to acknowledge 
« the Word to be the Son of God; in ſo much that they 
« affirm that the Goſpel of St John is not his; nor do they 
receive his Revelation . The ſame thing is aſſerted 
by Damaſcenus : They are called Alagi by us, who re- 
« ject the Goſpel according to John, and his Revelation; 
« becauſe they receive not God the Word, proceeding from 
« the Father, and eternally exiſting 4.” From the manner 
in which he expreſſes himſelf, one would be apt to con- 
clude that there were ſuch heretics even in his time, 
Irenæus ſpeaks of ſome who rejected the Goſpel of John, 
becauſe it contained the promiſe of the Paraclete; whereas 
they oppoſed the ſpirit of prophecy. It may be thought that, 
had he meant the Ebionites, it would have been more natu- 
ral to have mentioned John's doctrine concerning the Word, 
as the reaſon of their rejecting his Goſpel. But the denial 
of a proper inſpiration, as we have formerly ſeen, was ano- 
ther character of theſe heretics. It ſeems. almoſt certain 
that he referred to them, becauſe he adds; It is to be un- 
derſtood that thoſe of this kind alſo receive not the A- 
poſtle Paul.“ Becauſe of their oppoſition to the doctrine 


+ Triceſima hæreſis eſt Alogoram; propterea fic vocantur, quia 
Verbum Dei eſſe Filium, accipere nolunt: in tantum ut Evangelium 
Sancti Joannis dicant ipſius non eſſe : nec Apocalypſin accipiunt ejuſdem 
Joannis. Her. 30. See an account of this work, and of the different 
editions of it, in the preface to Ittig. Diſſcrtat. de Herefarchis; Cave 
Hiſt, Literar. A. 550. 4 5 g | 
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| of the Spie be wa de guilty of the unprdonabl 
in . 

| Ad Wi ene is e by fo many wrividithe 
_ fides Epiphanius, our author's bold aſſertion is a ftriking 
proof, among many, of his careleſſneſs as an hiſtorian. One, 
who claims this deſignation, ought to examine a little more 
accurately, An unlimited aſſertion, in oppoſition to ſuch 
abundance of proof, is not merely a proclamation of one's 
a. mommy | ro dre e eee 
e | 


Cron m. R 
Of the pretended Raſpetꝰ with which Unitarians were treatel. 


* third preſumptive proof is properly a confirma- 
tion of that which we have recently conſidered. 
This argument, Dr P. ſays, © will have double force, if 
« we confider how exceedingly obnoxious the ſentiments of 
« the Unitarians muft have appeared, if they had been dif- 
« ferent from thoſe of the generality of Chriſtians at that 
time 4.” Perhaps, he ſpeaks of his laſt argument as ha- 
ving dowble force from this conſideration, as being conſcious 
Sore ea eas 
have 


* Alii yerd ut donum Spiritus fruſtrentur, quod in noviſſimis tenipo- 
ribus ſecundum placitum Patris effuſum eſt in humanum genus, illam ſpe- 
ciem non admittunt, quz eſt ſecundum Joannis Evangeline, in qua 
Paracletum fe miſſurum Dominus promiſit, fimul et Evangelium, et pro- 
pheticum repellunt Spiritum.—Datur autem intelligi, quod hujuſmodi 
neque Apoſtolum Paulum recipiunt. In ea enim Epiſtola qui eſt ad 
Corinthios, de propheticis chariſmatibus diligenter loquutus eſt, et ſcit 
viros et mulieres in ecclefia prophetantes. Per hee igitur omnia pec- 

e eee eee * 
9. 59 


? Vol. iii. p. 241. 
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have had; becauſe it could in no reſpect tend to ſhew that 
Unitarians were the majority. For here only he begins to 
treat of the ſubject propoſed in this ſection. But the con- 
ſideration mentioned, inſtead of proving the forlorn hope of 
the preceding a ent. is 3tlelf a vague fuppolition. found 
ed on a groſs miſrepreſentation. | \ 
It is vain for Dr P. to ſpeak: of the Unitarian doctrine 
« as treated with ſo much reſpect, hen ãt was firſt men- — 
« tioned.” It has been ſaid of the Ruſſian ladies, that they 
judge of the regard which their huſbands have for them, 
by the frequency of their correction, and that they reckon 
the ſparing uſe of the rod a certain mark of indifference. 
One would almoſt think, that our learned author judged in 
the ſame manner of the amn 
Unitarians. 
Was not Theodotus excommunicated ? If the. majority 
were Unitarians, how. s our author at ſuch a loſs to know 
if his followers formed a ſeparate ſociety *?. When the 
greateſt indignity was offered to their leader, could there be 
a majority in his favour, and yet ſo few among them at- 
tached to his intereſts, that it cannot be known, whether. he 37 
had any companions in tribulation, and in what they muſt 
have accounted the 4ingdom and patience of Feſus Chrift ? 
When, according to the convictions of the greateſt part, 1 
truth received ſo fatal a ſtab, would there be no conſidera 
ble number, in all the churches of Aſia, Africa and Eu · 
rope, who would prefer the precious depo/itum to commu - 
nion with a church of idolaters? If this majority conſiſted 
of ſuch n truly they are not an the nn. 
for. 
They had no temptation „ to abide in the 
communion of that church which had excommunicated 
their leader. Our author cannot pretend that they were 


Vor. II. T | lms 
# Vol, iii, p. 237. 


Ul 


29 | Gentile Unitarians Bock VI, 


following the multitude. This, he ſays, was on their own 
fide. The civil power was equally againſt both. The 
orthodox, he grants, had the moſt of the learned. But 


would their learning avail, when it muſt have been belie- 
ved that this was the very ſource of their adulteration of the 
faith? Since there was ſo clear a majority, and rhe paſtors 
then depended on the flock, how were they not turned out? 
Why do we never read of a fingle counter · anathema from 

the majority? What gentle-ſpirited res of muſt theſe Unita- 
rians have been, although of the loweſt claſſes, who are ge- 
nerally moſt ungovernable ? How different from the reli- 
gious, even of theſe enlightened times? Poverty and igno- 
Tance, in that golden age, produced very different effects on 
the multitude from what they do now. 

Did not Tertullian write againſt Praxeas as A heretic? 
Has it not been proved, that he accounted all who denied 
the Deity of Chriſt, not heretics only, but antichriſts ? Did 
not he and Cyprian plead that all heretics ſhould be re- 
baptized? Did not Agrippinus refuſe to receive any who 
had borne this character, without a ſecond baptiſm ? Is it not 
natural to think that this was Ne ſpirit of the A- 
frican clergy ? 

Was not Praxeas condemned, for his Unitarian tenets, 
by the biſhop of Rome? Had the majority, even of the 
African church, been Unitarians, would not that biſhop 
have refuſed communion with them, if he had not formally 
pronounced an anathema againſt them? Did not the con- 
demnation of Praxeas give ſuch a ſhock to the cauſe, that 
he was obliged to fign his recantation, and conceal his ſen- 
timents? Could the tares of his falſe doctrine ſeem to be 
rooted out, as Tertullian ſays, if it was, and fill had been, 
that of the majority? Or, according to the ordinary prin- 
ciples of human nature, would he have at all concealed his 


tenets, had he der aſſured of ſuch ſupport, as muſt ſoon 
| have 
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have overpowered the clergy, with all their learning; as it 
would have ſet them a begging. Common ſenſe and the 
experience of all ages, as well as clear hiſtorical teſtimony, 
cry out, againſt our author hypotheſis, as in the higheſt 
degree paradoxical and abſurd. 

He mentions the perſecution of Servetus, even while Cal- 
vin was himſelf expoſed to perſecution, as a preſumption 
that the orthodox would have proceeded to extremities a- 
gainſt the Unitarians, had the doctrine of the latter been 
novel“. But, without entering into the queſtion as to the 
hand that Calvin had in this buſineſs, the caſes are entirely 
different. He was then ſupported by the ſtate of Geneva. 
When Theodotus was excommunicated, when Praxeas was 
condemned, the Chriſtians had not the protection of any 
ſtate. Indeed, the condemnation of Praxeas ſeems to have 
taken place about the time that the perſecution raged againſt 
the Chriſtians in Africa, under Severus. But though there 
had been no perſecution, pea eos ammo 
any act of perſonal violence. 

But this argument is as good the one way as the other. 
If the orthodox doctrine was aovel, and rejected by the ma- 
jority, how did they treat their opponents with ſo much 
« reſpect? If we can judge from the bloody conduct of 
the Arians, their kindred friends, they have une 
much diſpoſed to violence as the orthodox. | 


SECTION Iv, 


Examination of the pretended Evidence from Tertullian, that 
_ the Majority of Gentile Chriftians were Unitarians. Of 
Juſtin Martyr's teſtimony on this fſubje, 


D PRIESTLEY's fourth argument « in favour of the 
© antiquity of the proper Unitarian dodrine,” is 
T 2 derived 


# Vol. iii. p. 242. 
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POP from © the REY and 1 who hbld 
it in the time of Tertullian.“ He, according to our au- 
thor, * calls them Ainplices et idiatæ, that is, Ample and 
4 unlearned people; and ſuch perſons,“ he ſays, , are very 
likely to retain old opinions, and are always far leſs fubje& 

« to innovate. than the learned *.” Dr Horſley, i in his re- 
marks on our author's former work, has tranſlated the laſt of 
theſe words, ideott; as ſignifying, according to the common 
uſe of this term in our language, their ftupidity 4. Dr P. 
refuſes that the word ever occurs in this ſenſ. 

Its being connected with impru dentes, which is * K | 
omitted by Dr P., ſhews that the ancient writer meant to 
pay no greater - compliment to their underflanding, than to 
their /earnng., But although Dr P. ſhould be right in his 
aſſertion as to the meaning of idiotæ, after the moſt» impar- 
tial examination of the paſſage, in its connexion, I cannot 
ſubſcribe. to his inference. From the apparent aſcriprion 
of the opinions of Praxeas to the /imple, imprudent and un- 
learned, he concludes that the doctrine of the church was 

originally. Unitarian. His argument, indeed, partly de- 
pends on the aſſertion of Tertullian, that“ ſuch are always 
the majority of believers,” and that theſe peas were 
ſhocked at the doctrine of the Trinity. . 

But Tertullian ſeems to uſe the term fJimplices in contra- 
diſtinction from the other two. I am inclined. to this opi- 
nion, becauſe the ſimple are the only perſons to whom he 
has formerly aſcribed the reception of that error which he 
here oppoſes. For he previouſly expreſſes himſelf thus: 
10 The tares of Prazeas have borne fruit, being alſo ſcatter- 
ed here, many ſleeping, Amplicitate docdrinæ, in fampli: 
t city of doctrine. “ By this expreſſion he undoubtedly ſig- 
nifies both their ignorance and indifference; alluding to that 
pallage, 5 bile men = flee. the evra ou ed bis fares. 


By 
2 Vol. i iii. p. 243. + Letters to Dr 7. p. 74. 
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Buy this term he ſeems alto to point out "the -quoruadam, 


the eertain perlons mentioned a little before. Having ob- 


ſerved, that whatever is firſt is true, and that what is of 
late date is falſe,” he adds; But this rule being pre- 


ſer ved, every where nevertheleſs for iuſtructiug und for- 


« tifying Jome certain per ſons, there muſt be room left for 


retractations; leſt any perverſeneſs ſeem to be condemn- 
« ed without examination, but rather under the influence 
« of prejudice ; and this eſpecially which thinks that it poſ- 
ſeſſes nothing but the truth; while reckoning that we are 
« not otherwiſe to believe in the one God, than if he called 
„ himſelf the ſame Father, and Son, and Holy Ghoſt.” 


Now, it is evident that the controverted paſſage is intro- 


duced as an illuſtration of this. What immediately fol- 
lows is merely a paſſing proof of their miſtake with reſpect 
to the unity. Having given it as his opinion that room 
« ſhould be left for retractation, for inſtructing and fortify- 
© ing certain perſons,” he proceeds to give his reaſon for men- 
tioning theſe, and for the wiſh he had expreſſed concern- 
ing them, by declaring the matter of fact. For,” ſays 
he, © the fimple indeed, (as ſleeping in their ignorance of 
« dofrine) that I may not ſpeak of thoſe who are impru- 


« dent aud unlearned,” Wc *, Had he known the majority 


to be Unitarians, he would not have ſpoken of them as 
ſame certain perſons. This is language never uſed with re- 
ſpect to a multitude, far leſs the greateſt part of any large bo- 
dy. F 3-25 
T 3 | The 

* Ubique tamen propter inſtructionem et mnnitionem 8 dan- 
dus eſt etiaaà retractatibus locus: vel ne videatur unaquzque perverſitas, 
non examinata, ſed præjudicata damnari, maxime bec, quz ſe exiſtimat 
meram veritatem poſſidere, dum unicum Deum non alias putat creden« 
dum, quam fi ipſum eundemque et patrem, et filium et ſpiritum ſanftum 
dicat : quaſi non fic quoque unus fit omnia, dum ex uno omnia, per fub- 
antiæ ſcilicet unitatem, et nibilominus cuſtodiatur ecxovogurns ſacra- 

; , | 1 - | : . | mdntum, 
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The expreſſion, quæ major ſemper credentium pars oft, 
which is our author's ſtrong-hold, ſo far from being added 
as implying that the majority were Unitarians, ſeems de- 
ſigned to expreſs the very contrary. It is as if he had faid; 
*« When I ſpeak of certain perſons, to whom an opportunity + 
< muſt be given of retracting, their errors, I refer to the m- 
« ple, whom I have already deſcribed as ſleeping in igno- 
„ rance, and thence, a prey to the enemy. I do not men- 

| « tion the imprudent and unlearned; for in this caſe, 1 
4 ſhould accuſe the greateſt part of Chriſtians,” 

That the expreſſion muſt be underſtood diſtinctively, is fur- 
ther evident from the very word credentium. Had Tertal» 
lan meant to aſſert that the imprudent and unlearned, as 
well as the fimple, were carried away by this error; and at 
the ſame time, that they always conſtituted the majority, 
it muſt have appeared to him the ſame as if he had aſſerted 
that the majority were thus miſled. But in this caſe, would 
he have called them believers Would that writer who aſ- 


ſerts 


mentum, quz unitatem in Trinĩtatem diſponit, tres dirigens, patrem, et 
filium, et ſpiritum ſunctum. Tres autem non ſtatu ſed gradu: nec ſub- 
Nantia, ſed forma: nec poteſtate, ſed ſpecie: unius autem ſnbſtantie, 
et unius ſtatus, et unius poteſtatis: quia unus Deus, ex quo et gradus 
iſti et forme, et ſpecies, in nomine patris et filii et ſpiritus ſancti depu · 
tantur. Quomedo numerum ſine diviſione patiuntur, procedentes retracta- 
tus demonſtrabunt. Simplices enim quippe, ne dixerim imprudentes et 
idiotæ, (quse major ſemper eredentium pars eſt} queniam et ipſa regula 
fidei a pluribus deis ſeculi, ad unicum et verum Deum transfert ; non in- 
telligentes unicum quidem, ſed cum ſua azxovoue eſſe credendum, exp 
veſcunt ad e:xevournry. Numerum et diſpoſitionem Trinitatis, divifionem . 
præſumunt unitatis, quando unitas ex ſemetipſo derivans Triaitatem, non 
deſtruatur ab illa, ſed adminiſtretur. Itaque duos et tres jam jactitant a 
nobis priedicari, ſe vers unius Dei cultores præſumunt: quaſi non et unitas 
inrationaliter collecta herefim faciat, et Trinitas rationaliter expenſa, 
veritatem conſtituat, wovnpxiar (joquiunt) tenemus. Et ita ſonum ipſum. 
vocaliter exprimunt etiam Latini, etiam opici, ut putes illos tam bene 
intelligere aovepx:ix» quim enuntiant. Sed gornpxiar ſonare ſtudent 
Latini, oni intelligere nolunt etiam Greci. Adv. Prax, c. 4. &, 


— 


ſerts that & thoſe who are in a ſtate of inquiry, do not hold 
« faſt,” therefore, have not yet believed,” and of conſe - 
quence ©& are not Chriſtians ;” who largely proves this, 
notwithſtanding call thoſe believers, who denied the Tri- 
nity? We cannot form this idea, without ſuppoſing that, 
like the Ample whom he deſcribes, he had been aſleep while 
he wrote: or that, like ſome modern writers, he had gi- 
ven his work to the world, without taking time to look o- 
ver it. 

Thus, the following ſeems to be the only tranſlation of 
the paſſage, which agrees with the connexion ; For in- 
« ſtrufting and fortifying /me certain perſons, room muſt 
be every where left for retractations, &c. For the ſim- 
« ple o, indeed, (not to ſpeak of the imprudent and unlearn- 
ed, who are always the majority of Chriſtians +) ſince 
even the Rule of Faith transfers us from the many gods 
« of this world, to the one true God; not underſtanding 
that we are indeed to believe in the one God, with his 
« ceconomy, are greatly afraid at the economy. They 
« apprehend that the number and diſpoſition of the Tri- 
« nity is a diviſion of the unity; while the unity, deriving - 
« the Trinity from itſelf, is not deſtroyed, but adminiſter- 
« ed by it. Therefore, they now boaſt that two, even 
three, are preached by us, but pretend that they are the 
« worſhippers of one God: as if the unity, irrationally un- 
« derſtood, did not make hereſy, and as if the Trinity, ras 
« tionally confidered, did not conſtitute the truth. We 

T 4 hold, 

* Simplices enim guippe does not ſeem to denote all the ſimple, with- 

oat exception. Dr P. himſelf does not puſh the language of the ancient 


writer ſo far. It merely fixes the character of ſimple, as formerly de- 
fined, or thoſe who were led aſtray by Prazeas. 


+ The parentheſis ſeems to be moſt naturally marked in this 20 45 
cording to the obvious ſenſe of the paſſage - 


* 


| 


hold. ſay they, the ds And thus the "OP 
« themſelves verbally expreſs the very ſound *, nay, even 
i the barbarians; that you would think, thay underſtood 
the monarchy, as well as they expreſſed” it. But the La- 
« tins learn to pronounce the word monarchy ; while even 
* the Greeks will not underſtand that of a@conomy.” 
Dr ., both in his tranſlation and quotation of the text, 
has paſſed ſeveral expreſſions, without any intimation of 
the omiſſion ; particularly that; © As if the unity, irra- 
« tionally underſtood, did not make bere/y.” It may be 
ſaid that this does not reſpect the matter of fact Tertullian 
meant to demonſtrate. But ſome may be apt to ſuppoſe 
that Dr P. had a more weighty reaſon for overlooking this 
clauſe; as it plainly proves, what he has taken ſuch pains 
to diſprove, that mere Unitarianiſm was hereſy in the ac- 
count of Tertullian. As our author could not, but know 
that he uſes this language, (for he has tranſcribed- what 
immediately. precedes and follows it) with what degree of 
integrity could he aſſert that Tertullian, in his ideas of he- 
reſy, © went no farther than to the Gnoſtics, encept that 
he once calls Ebion a heretic; and then he exprefly 
« makes his herefy to conſiſt in his obſervance of the me” 
« 11h ritual +?” 

But although we eannot grant, let us for a — ſup- 
poſe, that it is the deſign of Tertullian to include all the 
three claſſes mentioned. Even on this ground, it cannot 
be proved that he meant to inſinuate that the majority 
were Unitarians. For then we could only underſtand Ter- 
tullian as introducing this obſervation, guæ major ſemper, 


>. 


* Sonum ipſum vecaliter exprimunt ſimply means, that although f- 
vep xi was a Greek word, the Latins expreſſed it literally, without ans 
a word of the ſame fignification in their own language. Therefore, Dr 
P. erroreouſſy tranſlates A ,,, ſonare ſtudent, © have learned to 
« bawl out for monarchy.” Hiſt. Corrupt. Vol. i. p. 56. 


+ Vol. i. 287. iii, 205. : \ 


&c. to illuſtrate the neceſlity of that moderation he had re- 
commended ; becauſe, they being only ſimple, impradent' 


and unlearned perſons who were carried away, though this 
was not the caſe with all to whom theſe characters were 
applicable, there might be danger in precipitancy ; as in 
every age ſuch perſons conſtituted the majority of belie- 
vers. For I till affert that there is a ſtrict connexion be- 
tween the controverted paſſage and what precedes it. 

Though Tertullian ſhould be underſtood as fignifying 


that the ſimple, imprudent and unlearned, were not only 


always the majority, but were then carried away, there 
could be no proof brought from his language, that he meant 
to afſert that they had been always Unitarians. Indeed, 


the whole ſtrain of his diſcourſe directly oppoſes this idea. 


For before expreſſing himſelf in this manner, he affirms, 


not merely that the particular doctrine of Praxeas, but that 
the denial of the Trinity, was but of yeſterday. For in 


oppoſition to this hereſy, he mentions the doctrine of three 
perſons, as the acknowledged meaning of that Rule, 


* which had deſcended from the beginning of the goſpel.” . 


He appeals the truth of this to the, poſterity of all former 
heretics . That he ſpeaks of the Creed, according to the 


_ traditionary ſenſe of it, is evident from his mentioning, in 


the very ſentence which is the ſubject of diſpute, the oppo- 
ſite ſenſe aſcribed to it by Monarchians . For it is clear 
that there was no controverſy between the orthodox and 
them, as to the antiquity of this Rule of Faith. They 
acknowledged this : but ſeem to have founded their objec- 
* Hanc regulam ab initio Evangelii decueuriſſe etiam ante priores quoſ- 
que hereticos, nedum ante Praxean heſternum, probabit tam ipſa poſte- 


ritas omnium hereticorum, quam ipſa novellitas Praxez heſterni. Adv. 


Prax. c. 2. 


Quoniĩam et ipſa regula fidei, a pluribus deis ſeculi, ad unicum et 
verum Deum transfert ; non inze/ligentes uaicum, c. Ibid. 
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| | tionon che firſt clauſe, © 1 believe in one God,” urging. 


that by this they were ome; fo ee 
only. 
Had Tertallian meant to intimate that the majority had 
— tial Unitarians, he would not have ſaid, jam jacti- 
« they not boaſt that two, nay, three are preached 
dee For this muſt have been their outcry from the 
firſt mention of that doctrine; according to Dr P., from the. 
time of Juſtin Martyr at leaſt. He, indeed,/ overlooks this 
contemptible particle in his tranſlation. The very terms, 


. neee eee eee morn gn 
ming into uſe. - 


Thus, even 3 to our author's own maxim, that 
large bodies of people do not ſoon change their princi- 
4 ples,” his concluſion from Tertullian's language muſt be 
erroneous. For if that doctrine, which denied the Trinity, 
was in his time but of yeſterday, how can we ſuppoſe that 


it would be adopted by the majority. There is not one hi- 
ſtorical maxim, given by Dr P., more important than this; 


That when a writer is introduced as a witneſs of any fact, 
his teſtimony is to be underſtood only in its proper connex- 
10n; and that unleſs, according to this, it anſwers the pur- 
poſe for which it is introduced, it is totally inadmiſſible as 
evidence. 

If we do not deny the ground of the whole diſpute, by 
denying Tertullian's credibility as a writer, we muſt be- 
lieve that this doctrine was unknown in Africa, before the 
time of Praxeas, How could he otherwiſe ſay ; His 
« tares were on all hands diffuſed here?“ If the ancient 
doctrine was what is called Unitarian, how would he ſpeak 


of the fructification of theſe tares, becauſe men were a- 


ſleep ? | 
Had this doctrine been really y believed by the majority, Tertul - 


lian muſt have aſſerted a notorious falſehood, in ſaying; © They 
3 | , 3-8 were 


— 


« were removed from this quarter, and ſeemed to be even 
© rooted out *.” Was he fo loſt to moral reQtitude, nay, 


to all regard to character, as -to afſert what, he muſt have 
known, every reader had it in. his power flatly to contra- 
dict? 

Did the Latins expreſs the word worapxia,? It was only as 
fludying to pronounce it after Praxeas. Did the Greeks re- 
fuſe to underſtand the word oworeua? They were ſuch 


Greeks as had been corrupted by him. For here Tertul- 


lian ſpeaks of both with reſpe& to their different languages ; 
as Greek was then the general language of Aſia, while La- 
tin continued to be that of Rome, and the parts of the Em- 
pire neareſt it. He ſpeaks of both as to the preſent influ- 
ence of the doctrine of Praxeas. He evidently refers to 
what he had formerly declared, that Praxeas was the 
« firſt who brought this kind of perverſeneſs from Aſia 
„ (where Greek was ſpoken) into the * ſoul,” ur 
territory of the Latins +. 

Tertullian IC 
the Trinity, however fully convinced that Praxeas was a 


heretic, though in general very ſevere againſt perſons of 


this deſcrzption, wiſhed that room ſhould be left for re- 


tracting, eſpecially becauſe of the weakneſs of thoſe who 
had been enſnared. Would this auſtere man, who had now 
gone the greateſt length in auſterity, by adopting the prin- 
ciples of Montanus, ever have expreſſed ſuch tenderneſs, 
had he believed that the ſuppoſed majority were only em- 
bracing the opportunity of having a noble and learned per- 
{on to head them, as the moſt proper for maintaining and 
propagating their ancient and deep-rooted principles, which 

had 

* Tradute dehinc,—etiam evulſz videbantar. Adv. Prax. c. 1. 


Nam iſte primus ex Aſia hoc genus perverſitatis intulit Romane ba- 
mo. Ibid, 
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had for ſome time been rather lofing ground? The ſuppo· 
ſition directly oppoſes all the ordinary ſprings of human ac- 
tion. Had Tertullian known this to be the caſe, he would 
have urged the greateſt ſeverity, becauſe there was u hope 
of retractation. He muſt have known that this was the 
very crifis ; and that if time or indulgence was given to U- 
nitarians, there was every reaſon to believe, that the doc- 
trine which he ſo warmly eſpouſed, being yet in its infancy, 
would ſoon be entirely overpowered. But he knew that 
many erred through careleſſneſs or ignorance ; that the weak 
were enſnared by the circumſtance of Praxeas boaſting that 
he had fuffered from the heathen as a witneſs for Chriſti- 
anity, becauſe he had been a ſhort time in priſon . Thenee, 
he indulged the hope, that if ſome time was given them, 
they would return from their error. But had he known 
that they were brought up in Unitarian'principles, that they 
received theſe as their patrimony ; he muſt have been con- 
ſcious that he juſtly expoſed himſelf to ridicule, in uttering 
ſo fooliſh a thought. What would you have us to re- 
i tra?” might they ſay. © Shall we abjure the doctrine 
„ we have always believed; the doctrine of our fathers, 
* of the apoſtles, of the Chriſtian church in general? Shall 
« we, who are the majority, and who, to the conviction of 
all, retain the ancient doctrine, acknowledge ourſelves 
to be heretics, by embracing an idolatrous opinion which 
« was unknown a few years ago?” 

To theſe confiderations we may” add, that this error ſeems 
to have had its origin among the Montaniſts. For both 
Praxeas and Theodotus are ſaid to have been followers of 

Montanus +. Praxeas, indeed, afterwards left this ſect, and 

* Ifte—inſuper de jactation e martyrii i flatus, ob ſolum, et ſimplex, 
et breve carceris tzdium. Ib. c. 1. 


+ Pacian. ad Sempronian, de Catholico Nomine, ap. Baron. Annal. 
A. C. 196. Vol. ii p. 278. 


* 


was received into the catholic church. But as he and The- 
odotus are mentioned together as Montaniſts, and as both 
continued to deny the Trinity; it is probable that they had 
imbibed this error in that heretical connexion. As mem- 
bers of the catholic church, indeed, they would find it ne- 


ceſſary to conceal their falſe. doctrine. We cannot ſay, 
however, if Theodotus was received as a member of it. 
For the teſtimony of Pacian ſeems to refer,. not. to Theodo-, 
tus the Currier, who is ſaid to have been of Byzantium, 
but to Theodotus the Km for he calls him a Phry- 
lan. 

n What — increaſes the probability of their receiving. 
this doctrine among the Montaniſts, is, its beiag actually 
maintained among them, in that very form in which 1 1 is 
aſcribed to Praxeas. There is no reaſon, indeed, to think 
that Montanus himſelf denied the Trinity: and we are cer - 
tain that Tertullian continued ſtedfaſt in the belief of this 
doctrine. Vet a multitude of ancient writers charge the 
Montaniſts with this impiety :. But the followers of Mon - 
tanus divided into two parties, One of theſe was named 
Rata Proclum; and the other Kata Aeſchinem. The. firſt 

did not deny the Trinity: but the ſecond. aſſerted chat 
« Chriſt was himſelf both Son and Father +.” The ſame, 
heretics were called Phrygians and Cataphrygians, molt 


riſe. 


As Praxeas had been a Montaniſt; as one "of the parties: 
that bore this name, held the ſame doctrine with him; 
as Tertullian wrote that book againſt Praxeas, from which 


* Hieronym. Epiſt. 54. ad Marcell. Socrat. Hiſt. Ecel. 1. 1 23. a 
Suzomen. |, ii. c. 8. Marius Mercator in Append. ad Contrad. 12. «Abs , 


nathem Neſtorian. ap. Ittigium de Hereſiarch. Sect. ii. c. 13. 


F Illi qui ſunt Kata Aeſchinem—dicant Chriſtum ipſe eſſam  ilium et 
patrem, Tertull, de Pie: eript. c. 32, , 


probably from that country where hae PET had its 
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322 Gentile Unitarians Book VI. 
our author derives his ſtrong argument with reſpect to the 
faith of the majority, after having joined. the Montaniſts; 

it is highly probable that the whole paſſage may principally 
refer to the people with whom he was then connected. One 
branch of them avowing the very doctrine of Praxeas, it is 
moſt natural to think that his rares would more readily take 


root among thoſe who followed the ſame leader Montanus, 


than among the Catholics, who had excommunicated them, 
This will fully account for that uncommon tenderneſs Ter- 
tullian diſcovered towards thoſe who were led aſtray. He 
hated the error. But it was held by thoſe who, in other 

joined in his own hereſy, acknowledging Montanu 
to be the promiſed Paraclete . 

The Trinity being denied by one branch of the Monta- 
niſts ; as juſtice is ſeldom done to ſeparatiſts, eſpecially du- 
ring the heat of controverſy, the ſame error would be char- 
ged on all. This was moſt probably the reaſon why Ter- 
tullian wrote againſt Praxeas. His work, indeed, has much 
the air of a vindication ; although he does not particularly 


mention the charge. But we,” ſays he, have always 


« Zelieved, and much more do we now believe in one God; 
< as being more fully inſtructed by the Paraclete, the Leader 
* into all truth 4.” 

It is a ſtrong preſumption that this error gained far leſs 
ground among the Catholics, than among the Montaniſts, 
that Tertullian does not charge the former with it. As his 
mind was much exaſperated againſt them ; as he gives them 
no other name than that of —_— natural or animal 

men z 


it would ſeem that they Aiſtinguiſhed between the Paraclete and the 
Holy Ghoſt, accounting the former a Prophet who was to be emi- 
nently under the influence of the latter. Vid. Ittig. de Neel Slant, 
wc. 

+ Nox vero et ſemper, et nunc magis, ut mſtruftiones per Paracletum 
deductorem ſcilicet omnis veritatis, -unicum quidem Deum credimos. 
Adv. Prax. e. 2. 
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men; had the majority of the catholic church at that time 
denied the Trinity, he would not have ſlipped ſo good an 
opportunity of venting his ſpleen, It would have ſupplied 
him with an excellent handle for pretending, that their re- 
jeQtion of the Paraclete was the cauſe of their apoſtacy from 
this leading article of truth. Or, could he have ſaid, that 
the majority of their church had aways denied the Tri- 
nity, he would have reckoned it a fair recrimination for 
their calumnies againſt the Montaniſts. But he had ſtill a 
greater regard for truth, than for party. Therefore, he 
poſitively alerts the late origin of this error, In theſe cir- 
cumſtances, Tertullian is undoubtedly an unexceptionable 
witneſs. Before our author boaſt any more of his evi- 
dence, it will be neceſſary to obviate theſe difficulties. 

But though there could be no objection from theſe cir- 
cumſtances; though every thing were true that Dr P. infers 
from the paſſage under confideration, there would ftill be 
one obſtacle remaining. This ſuppoſed majdrity, conſiſting 
of the followers of Praxeas, granted 'the ſupreme deity of 
the Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt, Thus, their doctrine was 
at leaſt as remote from the pretended Unitarian, as from 
ours. 'And ſhould we judge of what was believed in for-. 
mer ages, merely from the ſuppoſed prevalence of this in 
Tertullian's time, the probability would be againſt our au- 
thor. It would be far more natural to infer. that the Son 
and Spirit had been always confidered as divine perſons, 
than that the latter had been reckoned a mere attribute, 
and the former a mere man. For it is leſs difficult to ſup- 
poſe, that weak minds, vainly puzzling themſelves to ex- 
plain a myſtery, and knowing that the church had always 
zealouſly maintained Three in One, ſhould fall into the er- 
ror of aſſerting a perſonal unity ;- than that they ſhould a- 
dopt this opinion, if the Trinitarian doctrine had never 
been generally received, or if it had been hitherto believed 


' by 
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by the great body of Chriſtians, that the Father was one 
in one ſenſe, the Son in another, and the Holy Spirit in a 
third different from both. 

Indeed, it is inconceivable that Praxeas, or any other, 
| ſhould frame this error, or that it ſhould be received by the 
majority of the unlearned, without ſuppoſing that they had 
Previouſly believed the deity of the Son and Spirit. How 
would theſe heretics otherwiſe have found themſelves under 
the neceſſity of granting, that the Father had really ſuffered 
in the human nature of Jeſus? Nothing could reduce them 
to embrace {ach an abſurdity, but a belief of the eq 

of both Son and Spirit with the Father, and a full convic- 


tion that the Father, the Son, and the Spirit, had been 


proclaimed by the Apoſtles to be the one God, equal in 
power, and in glory. Suppoſing our author's interpretation 
of Tertullian to be juſt, this alone can account for the ſtrange 
circumſtance of Praxeas having ſo many adherents, and 
Theodotus ſo few; although the latter, by denying the di- 


vinity of Chriſt, in every ſenſe of the word, is ſuppoſed to 


have preached the true apoſtolical doctrine, which had been 
retained in its purity by the /imple and unlear ned. Al- 
' | ; - | though 


* Since writing this, I have obſerved that Novatian (who flouriſhed 


A. 251.) uſes the ſame argument for the antiquity, of the Trinitarian 


doctrine, © Here,” he ſays, it will be allowable for me to bring ar- 
« guments even from other heretics. For that kind of proof, which is 
taken from the adverſary himſelf, is ſtable, fo that the truth may be 
«« proved by its very enemies. For all along it is ſo manifeſt that in the 
« Scriptures he (Chriſt) is revealed as Gad, that the greateſt part of he- 
« retics, aſſected with the magnitude and truth of his divinity, extending 
te his honours beyond meaſure, have dared to declare, or to account him, 
* not the Son, but God the Father himſelf. Which, although contrary to 
« the ruth of the Scriptures, is notwithſtanding a very great and ſpecial 
proof of the divinity of Chriſt ; who all along is ſo, God, but as the 


Sen of God, proceeding from God. that, as we bave ſaid, the ,greateft 


12 part of kecetics Laye fo acknowledged his deity, as not to reckon that 


* 


0 
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though the Patripaſſians denied a | diſtin8ion of perſons, © 
they as really: believed the eb MY as OP de- 
fied the Son, as the orthodox did. +0 

Dr: ee th rb 
made to his proof from Tertullian. It is ſuppoſed to be 
founded on the teſtimony of Juſtin Martyr, who, after {peak- 
ing of God, of the Word, of the Spirit, and of fire as an 
emblem of divine holineſs and: juſtice, and obierving / that 
the heathen had borrowed their ideas of theie thmgs from 
the church, ſubjoins, in proof of his aſſertion; “ Watn us 
« you may hear and learn theſe things from thoſe who do 
not know the form of the letters, and Who are rude. and 
barbarous of 8 but wal _ under in 
« . 

But Dr P. . can infer hem die 
« paſſage, is, that theſe common people had learned from 
* eden was made by nnn 

dom 


„he ſhould be called the Son, but the Father 4.” He bei to prove 
the ſame thing from the error of thoſe, who were ſo convinced of his 
dignity, that they could not entertain the idea of ſuch condeicenſion as 
that he ſhould realy become man; and thence denied the truth of his 


humanity, 


+ Hec in loco licebit mibi argumenta etiam ex aliorum ee 
parte conguirere. Firmum eft genus probatienis, quad etiam ab adver- : 
Jario ſumitur, ut veritas etiam ab ipſis inimicis veritatis probetur. 
Nam uſque ated hunc manifeſtum eft in ſeripturis g Deum tradi, ut 
plerique bereticorum divinitatis ipſius magnituline et veritate commots 
ultra medum extendentes honores ejus, auſifſent non Filium, ſed ipſum 
Deum Patrem promere, vel putare, Puod etſi contra ſcripturarum ve- 
ritatemn eft, tamen divinitatis Chrifti argumentum grande atque preci. 
fuum oft : qui uſque aded Deus, ſed qua filius Dei natus ex Deo, ut ple» 
ue illum (ut diximns) heretici ita Deum acceperint, ut non filium, ſel 
patrem pronuntiandum putarent, Novatian, de Ti Tinztote, ad Tertul, 
Oper. p. lodt. cap. 13. 
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« . Seen 
« of God that moved on the face of the waters. It is by 


no means an explicit declaration that theſe common peo- 


40 ple thought the Logos and the Spirit were perſons diſtinct 


from God, Juſtin was not writing with a view to that 


„ queſtion, as Tertullian was; but only meant to ſay how 
much more knowledge was to be found among the loweſt 
af the Chriſtians, than among the wiſeſt of 1 
“ philoſophers *.” 

According to Dr P.'s own reaſoning. elſewhere, the laſt Þ 
part of the objection muſt be ill-founded. For he inſinuates 
that what an anthor * drops, as it were accidentally,” is 
the ſureſt teſt as to matters of fact. Therefore, if this paſ- 
ſage prove any thing, the evidence muſt be mors unex- 
ceptionable, becauſe Juſtin was not profeſſedly writing on 
the doctrine of the Trinity. But that he meant that theſe 
rude Chriſtians underſtood. the Word and. Spirit to be per- 
ſonally diſtinct from God the Father, may be fairly infer- 
red from his ſpeaking. of the ſame things as believed by 
them, which were aſſerted by Plato. Now, the queſtion 
is not, whether Plato really believed a perſonal diſtinction, 
but whether Juſtin thought that he did. That this was the 
caſe, is evident from his own words; © Plato, in his Ti. 
« mus, diſcourſing of the nature of the Son of God, when 
« he ſays, * He hath divided him in the univerſe, in the 
form of the letter X, hath ſpoken in this manner, ha- 
« ving received it from Moſes +.” And afterwards, Pla- 
«* to, not accurately conſidering nor knowing that it was 
« a type of the croſs, but underſtanding that the letter X 
cc 

was 
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« was meant, faid that the power with the firſt God was 
« divided in this form in the univerſe *, 

Here he evidently introduces Plato as ſpeaking of a "ny 
/on, the Son of God; of a power, diſtin& from what Plato 
calls the firſt God. If the diviſion ſpoken of by the one, 
does not ſhew that he meant a perſon, the application of it 
to the crucifixion, by the other, certainly proves that he 
nnderſtooc it in this ſenſe. Now, if the generality of Chri- 
ſtians, in juſtin's time, viewed the Word merely as an at- 
tribute; he falſely afferts that the ww (ravra) might 
be heard and learned from them. 

Juſtin, however, prefaces the whole paſſage with a de- 
claration of the congraity of Plato's doctrine, not merely 
to that of . Moſes, but to his own, nay, to that common 
faith of Chriſtians which he was about to deſcribe : « Where- 
« fore, that the whole world was made by the Word of 
God, of the ſubjects ſpoken of, and formerly declared 
by Moſes, both Plato, and thoſe who ſay tbeſe thangs, 
« and we ourſelves have been taught, and you may be 
„ perſuaded +,” Here he evidently ſpeaks of his own in - 
ſtruction on this point as the ſame with that of thoſe who | 
ſaid theſe things : and when he wiſhes to perſuade the Em- 
perot, it is only with reſpe& to theſe things which were 
believed by all Chriſtians. But in this attempt,' he after- 
wards clearly aſſerts the perſonality of the Logos. There- 
fore, this was believed by theſe illiterate Chriſtians, 
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But immediately after making this declaration, Juſtin 
proceeds to give an account of the baptiſm-of Chriſtians, 
Here he e refers to the Fafiomgs already mention- 
ed. Whoſoever,” he ſays, can be perſuaded and be- 
« lieve, that (vavra) theſe things which are taught and 
« aſſerted by us, are true are brought by us to a place 
„here there is water, and are regenerated according to 
&« this rite of regeneration, by which we ourſelves. have 
i been born again, For then, they are waſhed in the wa- 
« ter, in the Name of God the Father and Lord of all, and 
« of our Saviour Jeſus Chriſt, and of the Holy Ghoſt ®,” 
Nothing can be more evident than that this language 
is an expreſs reduplication on that already uſed, in decla- 
ring the belief of theſe rude and illiterate Chriſtians in God 
the Father, in the Word, and in the Spirit. Nor is this all. 
It is equally clear that Juſtin means-to declare that a belief 
of theſe things formerly mentioned, that is, of a. Trinity of 
perſons, was poſitively required of the moſt rude and. bar- 
barous, before their initiation by baptiſm. No one, who 
reads this paſſage, can imagine, that a mere knowledge of 
the terms was reckoned ſufficient, how different ſoever the 
ideas affixed. to them from thoſe of their teachers, For Ju- 
ſtin declares it to be indiſpenſably requiſite, that they © be 
4 perſuaded and believe,” that is, be. fully aſſured, that 
« theſe things taught and ſpoken by ws are true.” Al- 
though he had expreſſed matters with leſs care, could he, 
as an honeſt man, call thoſe © wiſe and faithful in mind,” 
Who 
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who denied a doctrine of ſuch importance, chat, as will ap- 
pear, the rejection of it was accounted by him a denial of 
God? Or, could he aſſext that ravra, theſe very things vryo- 
yerau, were done in them; as well as ſpoken by them, not by 
« human wiſdom, but by the power of God.“ . 
So certainly is this the meaning of Juſtin, that he pro- 
ceeds to ſhew that the Word is the Son of God, and yet 
an Angel and Apoſtle. For he ſays; We have made 
e uſe of theſe words to ſhew that Jeſus Chriſt is the Son 
and Meſſenger of God, formerly exiſting as the Word, 
« even when appearing in the form of fire (referring to 
« what he had ſaid before of this ſymbol) and at times alſo 
« in the likeneſs of incorporeal objects; but now, according 
© to the will of God, for the ſake of the human race, made 
% man, he condeſcended to ſuffer what things ſoever the 
« devils had power to affect him with, by means of the in- 
<«< fatuated Jews; who, having it expreſsly declared in the 
« books of Moſes, And the Angel of God ſpake to Moſes, 
« in a flame of fire in a buſh, and ſaid, I am he who is, the 
God of Abraham, the God of Iſaac, and the God of Ja- 
cob, afſert that it is the Father and Maker of all who 
4 ſpoke theſe words. Wherefore alſo, the {pirit of pro- 
<« phecy uttered this reproof, But Iſrael doth not know, and 
« my people hath not confidered ; And again, Jeſus,—being 
with them, ſaid, No one &noweth the Father but the Son; 
« neither knoweth any one the Son but the Father, and they 
« to whom the Son ſhall reveal bim. Therefore, the Jews, 
* apprehending that the Father of all always ſpoke to Moſes, 
| „ « (while 
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* (while he e le bo Nin uss the Son of God, who is 
« alſo called an Angel and Meſſenger), are juſtly reproved' 
by the ſpirit of prophecy, and by the Meſſiah himſelf, as 
% knowing neither the Father, nor the Son. For thoſe 
« who ſay that the Son is the Father, are convicted of be- 
ing ignorant of the Father, and of not knowing that the 
Father of all hath a Son; who, being the firſt-begotten. 
% Word of God, is alſo God, And firſt he appeared to 
« Moſes under the form of fire, &c *.” Can Dr P. be ſo 
ſanguine, or ſo blindly attached to his hypotheſis, as to per- 
ſuade himſelf that this writer, who aſſerts that thoſe who 
denied that the Son ſpake to Moſes, on this very account 
neither knew the Son, nor the Father, would be ſo ex- 
tremely inconſiſtent as to call theſe very perſons © wiſe and 
« faithful in mind,” and to declare, as we have ſeen, their 
wiſdom to be the effect of the power of God; if they did 
not belieye the Logos and Spirit to be 822 perſons from 
the Father? | 
A little downwards, treating of the Lord's ſupper, he 
ſpeaks of all church members, without exception, as taught 
to conſider the bread and wine in reference to © Jeſus Chriit, 
made fleſh by the Logos of God +.” In the ſame apolo- 
gy, he ſays of himſelf, and of his fellow-Chriſtians in gene- 
ral; < We worſhip and adore the Father, and that Son Who 
* came from him, and the ſpirit of prophecy, honouring 
them in word, and in truth, and candidly delivering theſe 
things to every one who is willing to learn, as we our- 
_ & ſelves have been taught 1.“ Therefore, whatever honour 
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and adoration the primitive Chriſtians, in their aſſemblies, 
gave to the Father, the ſame they gave to the Son and 
Spirit. Therefore alſo, it is falſe that Juſtin was the firſt 
who perſonified the Logos ; for he both. ſpoke and wor- 
ſhipped, as he, in common with others, had been taught. 

In the ſhorter Apology, written after this, when he has 
ſpoken of the doctriue of the philoſophers, and particularly 
of Socrates as teaching men to ſeek the knowledge of God 
by the Logos, he ſums up his diſcourſe in this manner: 
Therefore, what things ſoever are rightly expreſſed by 
« all others, properly belong to us who are Chriſtians. 
For we worſhip and love the Word of the unbegotten 
« and ineffable God, who is with God, becauſe for our 
« ſakes he became man, that being alſo a partaker of our ſuf- 
« ferings, he might accompliſh our cure . If Chriſtians 
in general did not believe the perſonality and proper deity 
of the Word, I maintain that the writer, who could give 
ſuch an account of their worſhip, was a traitor to the truth, 
and unworthy of being ever quoted as a witneſs of _ 
circumſtance pertaining to Chriſtianity, 

The teſtimony of Juſtin Martyr would receive e 
confirmation, did it need any, from that of Irenzus, eſpe- 
cially as this reſpects the ſame rude and unlearned Chri- 
ſtians, and proclaims, in the moſt explicit terms, their faith 
in Chriſt as the pre- exiſtent Word, and their utter abhor- 
rence of every contrary doctrine f. Yar this teflimony we 
have inſerted above 1. | 
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Examination of the Argument, in favour of a Majority of 
Unitarians among Gentile Cheyteant; from there being no 


Treatiſes written againſt them. Of the Argument fron 
the Clementine Homilies and Recognitions. 


R Pa1EsTLEY's FIFTA wand of weeding that © the 
« Unitarians were not conſidered as heretics, or in- 
« deed in any obnoxious light, and conſequently of their 
t being in very great numbers in early times, is that no 
* treatiſes were written againſt them ;” whereas, as ſoon 
« as ever the Gnoſtics made their appearance, they were 
« cenſured with the greateſt ſeverity, and expreſs treatiſes 
% were written againſt them“. Whether it be fact that 
Unitarians were © not conſidered as heretics,” will appear from 
what we have already proved. But the learned gentleman 
goes farther. © They were not even conſidered in any ob- 
- * noxious light.” There is only another ſtep wanting. It is 
to be hoped that our author, in his next work on this ſub- 
ject, will prove to the world that all, except Unitarians, 
were obnoxious, and treated as heretics. For it will be no 
harder for him to prove the one than the other. | 
But the. foundatio of this bold affertion is, that * in 
© early times no treatiſes were wrote againſt them.“ Ju- 
ſtin Martyr wrote a book againſt a hereſies: and as he 
was ſo warm in defence of the perſonality and divinity of 
the Logos, and reckoned thoſe who denied him, in this cha- 
rafter, guilty of denying the Father; it is abſolutely in- 
conceivable that he ſhould not have included Unitarians, of 
whatever kind. 
No treatiſe,” we are _ « was written expreſsly againſ 
4 
them 


* Vol. ii. p. 252. 


« them n Tertullian' en 8 The 
Little Labyrinth c of Caius. And none could well be writ- 
ten earlier ; becauſe. Theodotus, their cotemporary, ſeems 
to have been the firſt Gentile who avowed Unitarian prin- 

eiples. So ſtrange is Dr P. 's mode of reaſoning, that the 
very circumſtance which proves the. non-exiſtence of Gen- | 
tile Unitarians, as far as negative evidence can go, is urged. 

by him as a preſumption of their being in very great 
numbers.“ The learned Gentleman practically ſupplies 
all future hiſtorians with a new maxim, which will be of 
great uſe to them in their labours : * That the 4% that is 
« ſaid by ancient writers of any body of men, from whom 
« they differed. as far as poſſible, (though they had nothing 
to fear) the greater is the evidence of the magnitude of 
« this body: and that if they take 10 notice of it at all, it 
„may be ſafely congluded, that it conſtituted the majo- 
«c rity.” 

That Gentile Unitarians had no being i in the church, i in the 
time of Irenæus, is as certain as teſtimony can make it. For 
he affirms in the ſtrongeſt terms that all the churches were as 
uniform in doctrine, © as if they had poſſeſſed but one ſoul, 
one heart, and one mouth. This is a direct proof that 
Unitarians did not exiſt in the church; and a ſtrong pre- 
ſumption that they had no exiſtence at all. For otherwiſe, 
from their known temper, they would certainly have trou- 
bled others with their doctrines. 

Dr P. ſays; © Irenzus's treatiſe againſt hereſy ? Kg 
that the Gnoſtics only were conſidered as coming under 
the deſcription of heretics.” This is the old ſtring. But 
its ſound is ſo grateful to our author, that he never loſes an 
opportunity of ſtriking it. He adds; © The Ebionites in- 
« deed are cenſured in it, ut no mention is made of the 
* Gentile Unitarians, though they were the majority of the 
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00 common people among Chriſtians a long time after this,” 
| But how could Irenæus cenſure thoſe, whoſe exiſtence he 
virtually denies, by declaring the abſolute unity of the 
church? Dr P. muſt either prove that all in her commu. 
nion, in the time of Irenæus, were Unitarians, nay, that Tre. 
neus himſelf came under this deſcription ; or he proves no- 
thing for his purpoſe. For while that writer is acknowledged 
to be orthodox, he appears as a ſtubborn witneſs againſt him. 
But with reſpe-t to Irenzus, he further obſerves : His 
4 cenſure of Gentile U.itarians is at leaſt indirect, as they 
„held the ſame doctrine concerning Chriſt that the Ebio- 
© nites did; and it "muſt always be conſidered that Irenzus 
& lived in Gaul, where there were no Ebionites, and per- 
e haps not many Unitarians, as they abounded moſt in thoſe 
« countries where Chriſtianity was firſt planted.” Here 
we have a ſtriking proof of the miferable ſhifts to which 
one is reduced, who preſumptuouſly ſtruggles againſt the 
whole current of hiſtory. It is a gravelling fact, that Ire- 
neus, the biſhop of Lyons, the faithful Martyr of Jeſus 
Chriſt, the diſciple of Polycarp “, the diſciple of John the 
Apoſtle, was a Trinitarian. From all that he Batb ſaid, our 
author can find nothing for his purpoſe. Therefore he 
ſtrives to fetch ſomething from what he hath not ſaid. It 
cannot be refuſed. that he has cenſured the Ebionites.“ 
But he has ſaid nothing of Gentile Unitarians. The Doc- 
tor will not pretend, that Irenzus did not reckon them cen- 
ſurable. For © they held,” he ſays, © the ſame doctrine 
« concerning Chriſt that the Ebionites did.” Therefore, 
one would imagine, that his not cenſuring them was a ſtrong 
preſumption that they were not ſo numerous as our author 
makes them. But this point muſt not be given up, at any 
rate. For © they were the majority of the common people 
n long time after this.“ 
But, 
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But, by the way, I beg to know where the Doctor has 
learned that Gentile Unitarians © held the ſame doctrine 
concerning Chrift that the Ebionites did ?* This is cer- 
tainly meant of the majority mentioned immediately after. 
But can this be inferred from the 'pretended proof of a 
majority from the words of Tertullian, already conſidered ? 
Dr P. knows the contrary. For the fimplices, the followers 
of Praxeas, did not believe as the Ebionites did. They be- 
lieved that the Son was God over all. 

But if Unitarians were the majority, whatever were their 
principles, how are they entirely overlooked by Irenæus? 
Ia Gaul,” ſays our author, © there were perhaps not ma- 
* ny Unitarians. They abounded moſt —where Chriſtiani- 
« ty was firſt planted.” But would Irenzus therefore reckon 
it unneceſſary to cenſure them? He certainly had as little rea- 


ſon to trouble himſelf with Gnoſtics, who muſt have abounded -/ 
moſt in the eaſtern regions, their doctrine originating there, 


and being moſt agreeable to the people in cheſe councries. 
Why does he take any notice of the Ebionites, of whom, 
it is granted, there were none in Gaul? Let Dr P ſuppoſe, 
that there were not many Unitarians” there, not ahy, 
if he pleaſes. Still, Trenzus had far leſs concern with 
Jewiſh hefetics than with them ; and far leſs reaſon to dread 
the inroads of the former, than thoſe of the latter. Had 
he been conſcious that this was the original doctrine, he 
would eſpecially have avoided any mention of Jewiſh Uni- 
tarians; becauſe this would neceſſarily recall to the minds of 
thoſe newly weaned from Unitarianiſm, that this was the 
apoſtolical faith, as ſtill maintained in that country where 
the goſpel was firſt preached. 

Did Irenzus firmly believe the doctrine of the Trinity, 
account it the only true faith, and, to uſe the Doctor's own 
ſoft language, cenſure the Ebionites ; and yet overlook the 
majority of Gentile Chriſtians who W 


ble? 


| 


ble ? The. only: ſatisfactory reaſon that can be aſſigned for 
his filence, is that the Unitarian doctrine had made no * 
pearance among Gentiles in his time. 
But why © not many Unitariaus in Gaul?” Here Dr P, 
acts very prudently, Irenæus is the only writer of that 
age, whole works are extant, who wrote expreſsly againſt 
| Herefies. Therefore, he has him moſt to fear : and accor- 
dingly, keeps even the Genti/e Unitarians as much out of 
his way as poſſible. This pretence, however, is evidently 
framed for the purpoſe of parrying that mortal thruſt, 
which the very ſilence of Ireneeus gives to the whole ſcheme 
of a majority of ſuck Unitarians. It alſo proceeds on a ſuppo- 
fition, that the goſpel was not early preached in Gaul, nay, - 
that the ſame goſpel was not preached there, which the reſt of 
the world were favoured with. Some aſſert that Paul him. 
ſelf was in that country. But from various circumſtances, 
it is natural to think that C. hriſtianity was planted in Gaul, 
by ſome of the immediate diſciples of the Apoſtles. Ac- 
cording to Dr P., theſe muſt have been all Unitarians. 
How, then, were there ſo few in the time of Irenzus? Had 
this diſciple of Polycarp perverted the faith of the Gallican 
church? Had he weaned her members from their apoſto- 
lical opinions? Why did he not alſo cenſure theſe, that 
others might be reclaimed? 
Dr P. endeavours to invalidate” the evidence ariſing foam 
the work of Tertullian againſt Praxeas, by inſinuating that 
it proceeded from reſentment. © No treatiſe,” he ſays, 
was written expreſsly againſt them before Tertullian's 
« againſt Praxeas, with whom he was, on other accounts, 
« much offended . He undoubtedly refers to the conduſt 
of Praxeas at Rome, who gave ſuch a repreſentation of the 
principles of the Montaniſts to the biſhop of that city, as 
made him recall the lauen of communion be had formerly 
| WO 
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given them. This is, indeed, mentioned by Nadine 
the introduction to his work againſt Praxeas. But there is 
no evidence that reſentment was the motive of his oppof- 

tion. Undoubtedly, according to the common principles of 
human nature, on this account, he would not treat the he- 
reſiarch with more gentleneſs. But had reſentment chiefly 
influenced his mind, he would moſt likely have attacked the 
character of Praxcas, and endeavoured to expoſe him from 
the circumſtance of his being himſelf formerly a Montaniſt. 
Or, he would eſpecially have ' defended: thoſe principles 
which he had newly embraced, the defamation of which by 
Praxeas is ſuppoſed to be the reaſon of his oppoſition, But, 
indeed, he had received no perſonal injury from this heretic. 

When he undeceived the biſhop of Rome, Tertullian was 
himſelf an enemy to Montanus. He was evidently more 
irritated againſt the Catholics, than againſt Praxeas. His 
new principles had disjoined him from them : and it is na- 
tural to ſuppoſe that he had met with what be would rec- 
kon perſonal injuries, d e * * 
excommunicated *, _ 

But eee re 
the hereſy of Praxeas on the Catholics, He does not even 
inſinuate, that they were partial to him, becauſe of his for- 
mer ſervices againſt the Montaniſts. He maintains their 
doctrine to be apoſtolical. His love to truth overbalanced 
every private conſideration. It was becauſe © the tares of 

% Praxeas were diffuſed” in Africa, that he wrote againſt 
him. Long before his own defection, he had pronounced 
Ebion to be an antichrift, becauſe he denied that Chriſt was 
the Son of God. But the blow aimed by our author at 
Tertullian, is a clear proof of his conſciouſneſs of the weight 
of that writer's teſtimony againſt him. The queſtion, in 
this literary pugiliſm, is, whether to kill, or to be killed? 
| „ D 
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DeP. „ Theophilus ide 
« gainſſ hereſies, only his book againſt Marcion is mention- 
ed by Euſebius; that he alſo mentions many of the 
« works of Melito, but that * none of them were againſt 
([ the Unitarians.” But to deal fairly with the unleurned 
reader, he ought alſo to inform him, that the ſame Euſebius 
declares that as Juſtin, Miltiades, Tarian and Clement wrote 
againſt hereſies, © the divinity of Chriſt was aſſerted in all 
« their works ;” and that ſpeaking of Melito, in connexion 
with Irenzus, he ſays, © Who is ignorantiof their writings, 
«proclaiming Chriſt to be both God and man * Now, 
as it is undeniable that theſe writers were not Unitarians, 


we muſt conclude, either that they wrote expreſsly againſt 


this. hereſy, though their works be loſt ; or, which is more 
_ probable, that it had not appeared among the Gentiles, 
when the moſt of them wrote. For, as che Doctor obſerves, 
« human nature being the ſame, the influence of the ſame 
« circumſtances will likewiſe be the ſame +.” It is, there- 
fore, incredible that they, . believing the mn 
would reckon thoſe brethren who denied it. : 
Our author would have had more reaſon for nuwberkng 
Melito among his friends, than ſeveral others claimed by 
him; as he ſeems to have embraced the material ſyſtem. 
Euſebius teſtifies that he wrote a book concerning the Bo- 
dily God t. Some have thought that he had referred to 


the incarnation only. But Origen ſays that he aſeribed bo- 


dily parts to the Deity ||]. There have been many falſe 
witneſſes, _— modern nnn if this be not their do- 
trine. | 

The Doctor is chargeable with a ſtrange miſtake, as to 
a point of fact, in ſaying concerning Theophilus of An- 


tioch, that only his book againſt Marcion is mentioned 
- 2 « by 


| #* Hiſt, lib. 3. c 28. ; + Vol. iti. p. 242. 
} Hiſt, lib, 4. e. 26. p. 189. | Jn Gen. ap. Not. Valeſi, ii. | 
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by Euſebius. For in the very chapter referred to, he 
ſay*z © There is extant another work. of his, which he in- 
« ſcribed, Againſt the hereſy of Hermogenes, in which he 
i uſes teſlimonies from the Revelation of John .“ 1s it 
aſked, Who was this Hermogenes? Philaſtrius replies, that 
he was a Patripaſhan +; that is, according to our author, 
an Unitarian. Auſtin teſtifies that Sabellians were by:ſome 
called/Praxeans from Praxeas, and that they might be cal- 
led Hermogenians from Hermogenes ; © as' Praxeas and 
« Hermogenes, being of the ſame ſentiments, are ſaid to 
„have been in Aftica. Nor are theſe,” he adds, not- 
« withſtanding, various ſects, but various names of the 
fame ſe&, from thoſe men who made the greateſt figure 
« in it 4.“ Hermogenes, and his followers, were alſo cal- 
led Materialifts ; becauſe they held the eternity of mat- 
ter ||. Tertullian wrote a book againſt this heretic, ex- 
preſsly on this head ; ſhewing that his dodtrine. was new, 
and imported from the heathen. * ö | 
Bur there are two very ancient works againſt hereſy, 
which our author overlooks. The one is the Goſpel of 
John. Concerning this, in another place, he ſeems. to 
think that it was aimed againſt Cerinthus. Now, though 
Dr P. does not include him in his liſt of Unitarians, he had 
the great charaQeriſtic of the party. He believed that Je- 
ſus was a mere man. To me he ſeems to have a far better 

+ Euſ. Hiſt. lib, 4. c. 24. p. 137, 
| 4 Her. 54. ap. Inig. de Heref, p. 266. 

{ Sabelliani autem ſunt in ore multorum. Nam et Praxeianos a Prazea _ 
quidam vocant, et Hermogeniani vocari ab Hermogene potuerunt, qui 
Praxeas et Hermogenes eadem ſentientes in Aphrica fuſe dicuntur. / 
Nec tamen iſtz2 plures ſeftze ſunt, ſed unius ſectæ plura nomina ex his 
bominibus qui in ea maxime innotuerunt. De Hæreſ. c. 41. 


|| Tertul. Cont, Hermogen- c. 25. 


claim to this honour: than Patripaſſians, who aſcribed ſu- 
preme deity to him who was crucified, Modern Unite - 
rians are far more nearly allied to Cerinthus, chan to them. 
The other work I refer to, is the fitſt Epiſtle of John. This, 
if we may credit the teſtimony of Tertullian, before he had 
any ground of offence from Praxeas, was wrote againſt thoſe 
ho denied that Jeſus was the Son of God,“ that is, 4. 
gainſt thoſe who now call themſelves Unitarians. - Althe 
all other writings' againſt them had periſhed, while'theſe 
remain, all who truly believe the word ef Gods will e- 


knowledge that ee e N. _— RO mw 
noc the Father. $0448 agg 1 
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'De P.'s LAST + is derived. from the Cl 
mentine Homilies and Recognitions. From theſe, he'appre- 
hends, it may with conſiderable probability be infer- 
« red that the Unitarian doctrine was very prevalent, even 
« among learned Chriſtians, in the age which followed that 
© of the apoſtles, and was then im 
« was taught by them..“ 0 

This ſuppoſition muſt appear wy 1 to 
every impartial reader. Dr P. thinks that this work was 
written © probably about the time of Juſtin Martyr.” Al. 
though this conjecture were well-founded, of what-account 
could it be, when oppoſed to his works. The Doctor con- 
ſeſſes that it has been frequently altered; that it has been 
adulterated by Arians, and alſo by Trinitarians ; and that 
it is only a theologrica? romance t. He might likewiſe have 
ſaid, that according to Epiphanius, it was adulterated by 
the Ebionites J. Nothing of this kind has en, 
works of Jaſtin. 


* Vol. iii. p. dis. wa + Ibid. p. 254 
{ Vol. i. p. 178. 8 ü Hzr. 30. f. 13. 


But the very argument employed againſt him as a, wit 
neſs, is bere converted to the ſupport of the Unitarian 
faith. It is objected to Juſtin, that he borrowed, his dos- 
trine from philoſophy . Of the author of the Clementines 
Dr P. ſays; He appears to have been well acquainted 
« with philoſophy, and has evidently | borrowed from it a 
variety of opinions which are - ſufficiently abſurd t. 
Where then lies the important difference, in this reſpect, 
between theſe writers as witneſſes of primitive doctr ine? 
Is it in this, that Juſtin has borrowed from the Platoniſts; 
but the other from the Oriental philoſophy, the — 
ſource of the Gnoſtic ſyſtem? 

Our author can produce he wad ef we et, 
rian only, Vet he throws it into the ſcale againſt a multi- 
tude, For he himſelf ſays ; As to the writers that have 
% come down to us (if we omit the author of the Clemen- 
tines, who was an Unitarian) they were all, without ex- 
« ception, from Juſtin Martyr to Athanaſius, R. 
« Jrinitarian . 

Isit ſaid, that Dr P. in his conjefture with reſpe& to the 
prevalence of the Unitarian doctrine, immediately refers to 
learned Chriſtians, in the age which followed that of the 
« apoſtles?” But he cannot mean to carry the evidence 
farther back than © the time of Juſtin Martyr,” when he 
thinks that this work was probably written. Others, how- | 
ever, give it a later date. 'The learned Cave, from various 
circumſtances, concludes that the author of it was Bardeſa- 
nes the Syrian ||, who flouriſhed about the year 172; and 
whoſe brain contained ſuch a ſtrange medley of truth and 
error, that this work. ſeems almoſt to plead kindred to him. 
But Grabe makes it ſtill later, 4 om the Ren eons 


Vor. II. X wenty- 
„ Vol. L p. 113 114, Vol. K. h. ag, Ka. 15 5 
+ Vol. i. p. 114. | 1 Append. vol, iv. apc e 
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twerſty-ninth chapter of the ninth book of che Recognitions, 
the whole is copied from the Dialogue of Bardefanes con. 
eerning Fate . Moſheim judges it to be a wotk of the 
third century 4. But ſuppoſing it to have been written 
tnirurds the cloſe of the ſecond, its itithority is eppoled by 


an h6ft of learned Trinitarians. 
a proof, however, that the doctrine of the perſotiid- 
cation of the Logos was not then y received, we are 


told that the author of the Clementines Mey 6d Wane 
of it. But although he had mentioned this doctrine, as his 
work paſſed through the hands of Ebionites, who did not 
ſcruple to mutilate the goſpel of Matthew, and to reject all 
the other inſpired writings of the New Teſtament; we 
need not wonder, although, as Epiphanius afferts, they cor- 

rupted this anonymous work. Let us even ſuppoſe, that 
dhe writer took no notice of the doctrine in queſtion. What 
will his filence prove ? That it was not generally received? 
By no means. For Dr P. can have no right to infer more 
from his filence, than from that of Irenzus ; who makes 
no mention of Gentile Unitarians, thoogh, we are told, they 
were the majority long after this.“ 

This work is alſo introduced as proving that Unitarian 
principles were * fuppoſed to be taught by the apoftles,” 
But it proves no more than what will readily be granted, 

| that any Unitarian will endeavour to perſuade himſelf that 
this was the caſe. 4 He would naturally endeavour” it is faid, 
< to give to every perſon introduced into it ſuch opinions 
and arguments, as he thought would paſs for theirs 4. 
Though this were true, what would it prove? ne 20 
Juſtin Martyr and Irenzns do the ſame? 
But againſt the force of this pretence, our author himſelf 
has provided us with a ſufficient antidote, in the former 
# Spicileg. Patr. vol. i. p. 297, 278. f Hiſt, Cent. i. p. U. e. 

t Vol. i. g. 17g. . | | 
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part of the 1 ſentence; It is evident he Bar aſcribed to e. 
« ter ſeveral opinions which he could not have entertained.” 
Thus it is confeſſed that he failed in his endeavour ; al- 
though it ſhould be ſuppoſed that he was ſerious im it. Might 
he not alſoerr in putting the ſentiments of an Unitarian in 
Peter's mouth? Our author does not go quite ſo far. But 
he ſays, in the beginning of the ſentence referred to; It is 
6 poſſible that he might be miſtaken in his account of the * 
opinions of perſons who lived about a century before his 
time.“ Since the aſcription of falſe opinions to Peter 
was evident, he might have ventured to have called this pro- 
bable. 

But who were theſe perſons who lived « about a century 
before bis time # Peter undoubtedly is meant as one of 
them. For he is mentioned immediately after. And muſt 
we learn the faith of Peter from a fabulous writer who 
lived a hundred yearf after him; and who muſt be-ſuppoſe 
to have rejected the very writings of Peter? It 9 — 
proof of our author's want of evidence, that he is obliged 
to introduce that of an anonymous writer, whoſe age can · 
nat be fixed with any certainty, whoſe work is rejected by 
Euſebius as ** of yeſterday, and totally unnoticed by an- 
« cient writers ®,” which the Doctor himſelf calls a ro- 
mance, and in which, he acknowledges, * ſeveral opinions 
« are aſcribed to Peter that e could not have entertained.” 
He muſt ſurely be deſtitute df proof when he finds it ne- 
ceſſary to oppoſe inferences and ſuppoſitions drawn from 
the filence or errors of a fabulous writer, to the direct teſti- 
mony of a Juſtin Martyr, = Theophilus, or an Irenzeus, 
But this was one of the Sacred books of the Ebionites, the 


X 2 only 


* Hiſt, lib, 3. c. 38. He calls it the Dialagues of Peter and Apion. 
But as the latter is mentioned in the Recognitions, they are ſuppoted to 


be the ſame work. Euſebius might eafily err as to the r « work 
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only one, indeed, our author can Uiſcover, befides the He- 
brew Goſpel „ Therefore, we muſt excuſe this humilia- 
| ting token of reſpect; as he owed r to his Ah 
h cient friends. | 

But has the author of the Clementines really 9 no 
mention of the perſonification of the Logos? I have not 
obſerved that he uſes this expreſſion. But it has been for- 
merly proved, that he believed tlie pre-exiſtence of Chriſt, 
and conſidered him as the ſame perſon with Adam, whom, 
for this reaſon, he calls the firſt true Logos +.” Is it ſaid 
that he muſt have conſidered him only as an occafional 
perſon? But even this fabulous writer does not ſeem to 
have gone ſo far in abſurdity. For he evidently ſpeaks 
of him all along as a perſon continuing to exiſt. In the 
Recognitions, which Dr P. acknowledges to have been ori- 
ginally the fame work as the Homies 4, Peter is intro- 
duced as ſaying; * Chriſt, who exiſted from the begin- 
* ning, and who eternally exiſted through certain indivi- 
dual generations, always came to the pious, although 
« ſecretly ; to thofe eſpecially, by whom he was expect- 
« ed, and to whom he frequently appeared, But it 
was not yet the time that there ſhould be a reſurrec · 
“tion ||.” 

Dr P. quotes the author of the Channels as . 
* To beget is the property of men, but not of God {.” The 
Vol iii. book 3. c. 22, 7 See above, p. 241. 449. | 

} Vol. iii. p. 254. 

|| Chriſtus, qui ab initio, et ſemper erat, per ſingulas quaſque gebe 
rationes piis, latenter licet, ſemper tamen aderat ; his precipue, a qui-. 


dus expeRabatur, quibuſque frequenter apparuit : ſed non erat tempus, 


ut tunc reſolutis corporibus, fieret reſurrectio. Lib. i. ſect. 52. Pat. Apolt. 
Vol. i. p. 498. | 


$ Hom. 19. f. 10. p. 746. Ear. Op. Vol. i. p. 134- 
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manner in which this is quoted would imply, that our au- 
thor wiſhed his reader to imagine that the doQtrine of the 
generation of the Son had no place in this work.” But he 
muſt be conſcious that this is merely a paſſing expreſſion, 
thrown out in reply to what Simon ſays of God's begetting 
evil, Let it be underſtood as Dr P. wiſhes. What would 
it prove? Only the ſtrange inconſiſtency of this work, and 
how little we can depend on it, for giving a juſt account 
of the opinions of the learned of that age, or even of the 
writer. For our author muſt know that he elſewhere af- 
cribes generation to God; not paſlingly, but deliberately, 
when recording a diſpute on the ſubject. For Peter ſays; 
« It belongs to the Father to be unbegotten, to the Son to 
« be begotten.” He denies, indeed; that he is there- 
fore God, but ſeems to admit that he is of the ſame ſub- 
ſtance with God; though, according to the Gnottic ſyſtem, 
he extends this honour to all ſouls “. In the Recognitions 
Peter aſſerts the generation of the Son in the cleareſt terms: 
The God already ſpoken of, who had no beginning, be- 
« got the firſt-begotten of every creature, in a way wor- 
thy of God; without any change, converſion, diviſion, 
«© efflux, or extenſion on his part +.” He afterwards ſpeaks 
of the Son as the work of God. But it has been often ob- 
ſerved that even Trinitarians expreſſed themſelves leſs cau- 
tiouſly on this ſubje& before, than they did after, the A- 
rian controverſy. Our author may tell us, perhaps, that 
this paffage is inter polated. But with equal juſtice may he 
” R 3 nnn 
* Ty Talge; To pn yu dat ter, vis Is ce ue h, Hom. 16, 
ſeQ. 15, 16. p. 728. 


+ Qui ergo eſſe non inchoavit; prædictus Deus, genuit kai 
omnis creature, ſicuti Deum decuit; non fe immutans, non ſe conver- 
tens, non 7... ˙ Kecog. W 
ſect. 8. p. 520. 
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deny the-whole work, For this fingle ſhi? n 
ls than ten ſections. 
Peter aſſerts the nre-exiſtence of Chriſt as the 800 in the 
firongeſt terms; in reply to Simon's perverſion of the 
words of our Saviour in Mat, xi. 27. This teſtimony,” 
he ſays, * may firſt be viewed as directed to all the Jews, 
% who thought that David was the father of Chriſt, but 
& did not Know that Chriſt was both a, Son, and the Son 
« of God. Wherefore it is fidly ſaid, Vb one, $uoweth the 
% Fut ber; becauſe they all ſaid that this was David, in 
«, place of God. And be ſubjoins, So neither Znoweth any 
e one the Son. For they did not know that he was the 
« Son. And what follows, To whom/ocuer the Son is 
* pleaſed to reveal, is rightly ſaid. For he being the Son 
* from the beginning, was alone 'grdained to reveal to 
« whomſoever he pleaſed, And thus Adam, the firſt man 
% who was created, could not be ignorant of him, nor E- 
*© rach,—nor Noah,-nor Abraham, nor Ifaac,—nor Ja- 
&* cob,—nar could there be any worthy among the people 
« to whom he was not revealed“. I need not ſay, that 
be ftill conſiders the Son as the -Revealer. There is no 
room for weren that chis paſſage is an inter polation. 
| * Fox 
; * nero. e yoo en 0 Aeg tie . Te5% navras Ivdas, 
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For Peter's diſcourſe is in reply to what bad been ad- 
vanced by Simon, who having introduced this text, denied 
that Chriſt was the Son ſpoken of, and wiſhed to arrogate 
this honour to himſelf. The argument extends through the 
greateſt part of the Homily; and Peter is uniformly repre- 
ſented as aſſerting, that this Son pre-exiſted, that he was 
the Maker of Heaven and earth, that he knew the heart of 
every one, and that thence he revealed himſelf to every 
one whom he knew to be worthy *. Befides, the doctrine 
of the writer, in this place, concerning the Son, is analos 
r 
pre- exiſtence of Chriſt. - | 
ran 
fays that this work © contains no mention of the perſo· 
« nification of the Logos,” he either means to impoſe on 
the public a deſpicable quibble about words, or to aſſert 
what is directly contrary to the cleareſt evidence. Either 
of theſe muſt deeply affect his credibility as an hiſtorian, 


CHAPTER II. 


0c 
Gentile Chriftians having been generally Unitarians. 


SECTION Ly 


Of the Teflimonies of Firmilias, Nicephorus, Origen, 2. 
ſebius,  Chryſaſftom, Se. 


13 fays; © It appears from the evidence of all ki 
« ftary, ſo as never to have been queſtioned by any 

« writer of reputation, that the Unitarians had not any 
— 2 „ 


# Vid. ſect. 3. 8. 


« places of worſhip ſeparate from thoſe of other Chriſtians 
* in early times. It was allowed by Moſheim, a zealous 
% Trinitarian, who fays, (Hiſt. Vol. i. p. 192.) »* How- 
ever ready many have been to embrace this erroneous 
* dorine, it does not appear that this ſe& formed to them- 
+ ſelves a ſeparate place of worſhip, or removed themielves | 
e en the ordinary aſſemblies of Chriſtians 

Our author pays very little reſpect to Moſheim, when 
he preſumes to aſſert the exiſtence of Hebrew Chriſtians, 
who abandoned the ceremonies of the law. But he eagerly 
graſps at his teſtimony, when it ſeems to favour his own 
hypothefis. However, in the laſt part of the ſentence, 
Moſheim fpeaks only in a negative way. All that his 
language amounts to, is that it did not appear'to him, In 
the firſt part of the ſentence, indeed, he ſeems to afford our 
author an important conceſſion. But there is x word omit- 
ted by Dr P., which makes a conſiderable difference as to 
the fenſe. According to the edition before me, Moſheim 
ſays; However ready many may have been, Oc f.“ 
This monoſyllable throws the apparent conceſſion entirely 
into the form of a conjecture. 

What is merely negative, on the part of Moſheim, by 
paſſing through our author's alembic, affumes a poſitive ex- 
iſtence. Does it not.“ he ſays, & alſo follow from the 
* ſame fad, that theſe Unitarians were not expelled from 
“ Chriſtian ſocieties by others, as they certainly would 
% have been, if they had been conſidered as heretics?” 
From what fat i * ne of en fee? * ge 
writer. 

But Moſheim's mere conjecture with reſpeRt to a 4 
culat ſect, is not only converted into a fact, but extended 
to Unitarians in general, or to all to whom the learned 
| Tees Herd ging he eons Moſheim ſpeaks of the 
en 
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Monarchians or Patripaſſians alone, who were followers; of 
Praxeas. This is undeniable from the ſentence immediately 
preceding; nay, from the whole ſection. And though his 
conjecture were well-founded, theſe heretics, as we have 
ſeen, were ſuch enemies to our author's favourite dodrine of 
the imple humanity of Chriſt, that, erring as far as poſſible. 
on the other hand, they afſerted the incarnation of the Fa- 
ther. Thus Moſheim ſays, in the preceding ſentence. 
« His followers. (thoſe of Praxeas) were called Monar- 

« chians, becauſe of their denying a plurality of Perſons in 
the Deity ; and alſo Patripaſſians, becauſe, according to 
« Tertullian's account, they believed that the Father was 
« ſo intimately united with the man Chriſt, his Son, that 
Irn and 
„ the torments of an ignominious death.“ 

B K 
have as much evidence as can reaſonably be expected as to 
2 circumſtance of this kind. When ancient writers called 
any ſet of men heretics, it would never occur to them, 
that it was neceſſary expreſsly to ſay, that the church held 
no communion with them. They could not foreſee that any 
who, in after ages, would read or even attempt to explain 
their works, would be ſo little acquainted with the ſtate of 
the church, as to ſuppoſe, or ſo perverſe as to pretend, 
that ſhe admitted heretics to communion. The very name 
theſe ancient writers beſtowed on them, as defined by them - 
ſelves, neceſſarily implied the contrary. * Heretics,” ſays 
Tertullian, as quoted by Dr P., * have nothing to do with 
« our diſcipline. The very want of communion with us 
r Again, If they be 

«© heretics, they cannot be Chriſtians.” He alſo quotes 
Cyprian as ſaying, © If heretics are Chriſtians, why are 
# they not in the church of God +?” 


Now, 
# De Pracript, Earl Op, Vol, L f. 246. t Ib. p. 247. 
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© No, it has been proved that Tertullian makes Pruxeas 
to de a heretic. Could he entertain any other opinion of 
his | followers, whom he calls Monarchians? He, indeed, 
ad viſed that . room ſhould be left for retraQations.” But 
this very propofal implies that others, either had proceeded, 
or were about to proceed to extremities with them. As 
Praxeas was condemned by the Biſhop | of Rome, on the 
firſt promulgatiorf of his error, is it at all ſuppoſable, that 
he wonld be treated with greater gentleneſs, after he had 
relapſed? If the Roman church then differed from other 
_ churches with reſpect to the treatment of hereſy, it was on- 
Iy in being leſs ſevere than thoſe of Africa, and ſome in 
the Eaſt, which denied the validity of all the ordinances of 
heretics, and ENCES ere ITS OE 
they ſhould be rebaptized. 

. Cypetin eabriddy wide 
ons the Patripaſſians, (or Monarchians), among heretics, 
and denies their having any connexion with the church #, 

Now, as, according to our author's chronology, Cyprian 
died A. 258, he muſt be miſtaken when he ſays that “ we 
have no certain accounts of any ſeparate ſocieties of Uni- 
« tarians, till the excommunication of Paulus Samoſaten- 
« ſis.“ This, in the preſent proof, he ſays was about the 
year 250 f. But afterwards, he brings it as far down as. 
A. 269 f. Baronius fixes the council of Antioch, in which 
Paul was excommunicated and depoſed, to the year 242. 
Thus Cyprian muſt have been dead ſeveral years before 
this event. The Patripaſſians, of courſe, were diſtin from 
the Catholic church a conſiderable time before. 

It has been alſo proved that one body of the Montanifts, 


who were likewiſe called Phrygians and Cataphrygians, 
* See above, p. 266. t vol. ii, p. 23. 
1 wid. p. 308. | | 


NES Adee with Praxess Now, as the 
Council of Iconium decided that the baptiſm of the Cata- 
phrygians was to be rejected; one leading reaſon for this 
was their holding the Patripaſſtan doctrine. For Firmilian, 
Biſhop of Ceſarea, in his epiſtle to Cyprian on this ſub- 
ject, ſays, that there were ſome in the Council, who doubt- 
ed whether their baptiſm ought to be rejected, becauſe al- 
though they received new prophets, they ſeemed to holfl 
the ſame Father and Son with them, but that the greateſt 
part agreed entirely to reject it. As one body of the C 
taphrygians, who followed Proclus, held the doctrine. of s 
Trinity of perſons, they who doubted appear to have thought 
that this might be the ſentiment of them all. But that th 
majority were eſpecially irritated againſt them, becauſe of 
their Patripaſſian tenets, is evident from the language of 
Firmilian, in another part of the ſame epiſtle: © It is ſuf- 
« ficient,” he obſerves, © briefly to ſay that thoſe who do 
not hold the true Lord the Father, can neither hold the 
« true doctrine of the Son, nor of the Holy Spirit. Ae- 
« cording to which alſo, they who are called Cataphrygi- , 
% ans, both endeavour to uſe new prophecies, and can hold 
« neither the Father, nor the Son, nor the Holy Spirit: 
at whom, if it be inquired, what Chriſt they preach, 
they will anſwer that they preach him who ſent the Spi- 
v rit that ſpake by Montanus and Priſca.— But all other 
* heretics alſo, if they cut themſelves off from the church of 
God, can have no power or grace: For as it is not law- 
« ful for a heretio to ordain, or to impoſe hands, ſo neither 
to baptize, nor to perform any thing of a holy or ſpiri. 
©* tual nature; ſeeing he is an alien from ſpiritual and di- 
vine holineſs. All of which we, now a long time ago, 
« aſſembled at Iconium, a place in Phrygia, with thoſe 
* from Galatia and Cilicia, and the ther neighbouring 
regions, have determined to be firmly held and main- | 
| « tained 


* tained againſt heretics, as ſome might entertain « doch 
concerning this matter. | 
This epiſtle could not have been written later than the 
beginning of the year 258, in which year Cyprian ſuffered 
. martyrdom. Firmilian ſays that the Council was held a 
dong time before he wrote. Valefius affigns it to the latter 
end of the reign of Alexander Seyerus,” who died A. 236. 
He apprehends that he is ſupported in this opinion, by the 
language of Dionyſius Biſhop of Alexandria, as quoted * 
Euſebius, who, who, ſpeaking of the cuſtom of rebaptizing he» 
retics, as being introduced into Africa, ſays that it was e- 
ſtabliſhed long before, in the times of the preceding biſhops, 
in the moſt populous churches ; and in the Synods of the 
brethren in lconium and Synnada 4, This epiſtle of Dio- 
nyſius was written about the beginning of the epiſcopate 
of Xyſtus, or about the year 260. In theſe early times, 
ſo far were Unitarians from being allowed to remain 
in the church, that it was decreed by different councils that, 
even on their repentance, they ſhould not be EE | 
out being GORE 


The 


* Seth eſt breviter illud in compendio dicere, eos qui non teneant 
verum dominum Patrem, tenere non poſſe nec Filii, nec Spiritus Sancti 
veritatem. Secundum quod etiam illi qui x«ſappuyec appel lantur, et 
novas prophetias uſurpare conantur, nec Patrem poſſant habere, nec Filium 
nec Spiritum Sanctum: a quibus fi queramus quem Chriſtum predicent, 
reſpondebunt eum ſe predicare qui miferit Spiritum per Montanum et 
Prifcam loeutum.— Sed et cæteri quique heretici, fi ſe ab Eccleſia Dei ſci- 
derint, nihil habere poteſtatis aut gratiz poſſunt,—Hzretico enim ſicut 
ordinare non licet, nec manum imponere, ita nec baptizare, nec quic- 
quam ſancte nec ſpiritaliter gerere, quando alienus fit a ſpiritali et deifica 
ſanctitate. Quod totum nos jampridem in Iconio, qui Phrygiz locus eſt, 
collecti in unum convenientibus ex Galatia, et Cilicia, et ceteris pro- 
ximis regionibus, confirmavimus, tenendum contra hereticos firmiter et 
vindicandum, cum a quibuſdam de iſta re dubitaretur. Ep. Firmilian. 
ap. Oper. Cyprian. p. 237. 
I EuC. Hiſt. lib. vii. e. 7. 
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The Doftor proceeds to give che teſtimony of Nice- 
phorus, who ſays; In former times, all who were call - 
« ed Chriſtians, though they held different opinions, be- 
« ing conſidered in the ſame light by the Gentiles, and 
« ſuffering from them, made little account of their differ-, 
« ences, while they were expoſed to equal hardſhips, on on 
which account they eafily joined in the common afſem-, 
te blies; and having frequent intercourſe, while they were 
« few in number, did not divide into parties.” Dr P. 
adds; „In theſe circumſtances, however, the Gnoſtics 
«4 held ſeparate aſſemblies, and as the violence of perſecu- 
« tion did not make the orthodox receive them into their 
« aſſemblies, ſo neither would they have admitted the U- 
* nitarians, if they bad been at all obnoxious to them.” 

I doubt much if the expreſſion rendered, all who were- 
called Chriſtians, does not rather ſignify, whoſoever walked 
worthy of the Chriſtian vocation . The connexion, at leaſt, 
does not ſhew that he meant all who were called Chriſtians. 


For Dr P. himſelf acknowledges that it muſt be underſtood 
that Gnoſtics were excluded. 


But what does he intend by this teſtimony ? Can it be 
his de ſign to oppoſe that of a writer of the fourteenth cen- 
tury. to the united teſtimonies of Tertullian, Cyprian, Fir- 
milian and Novatian, who wrote in the third ? Does the 
learned Gentleman mean to contradict his own teſtimony ? 
Has he not previouſly granted that the Unitarians formed 
ſeparate afſemblies about the year 250, and after Paulus Sa- 
moſatenſis were called Paulian;fts f? Now, he cannot re- 
fuſe that Nicephorus is here ſpeaking of the age of Conſtan- 
tine the Great, | 

But 

* Or eee rec. ee Nic. Hiſt, lib. viii. e. ga. | 

Vol. i. p. 661. 


} Vol. iii. p. 237. 


But what evidence has he for a hats Gals 


held ſeparate aſſemblies? Does he wiſh it to be underſtood _ 


that Nicephorus did exclude, or meant to exclude them? 
If ſo, he has the very ſame evidence for the excluſion of 
| Unitatians. For that hiſtorian, here treating of the hereſy 
of Arius, ſays; © It ought to be known that though this 
« hereſy was with many the ſubject of frequent diſputation, 
« it was yet without a name, nor was it digeſted into a pro- 
per ſyſtem. For befides Novatians, Phrygians, Valen- 
e tinians, Marcionites and Paulianiſia, all held communion, 
and came together into one church.“ Then he obſeryes 
that Conſtantine paſſed a law, prohibiting the heretics men- 
tiohed to hold religious afſemblies, and requiring that they 
ſhould all attend divine worſhip in the Catholic church. 
Then follows the paſſage quoted by our author. That Ni- 
cephorus here ſpeaks in general of the times preceding this 
edict, is evident from what immediately follows the Doc - 
tor's quotation: But upon the promulgation of this law, 
« it was difficult for them to aſſemble in public, &c *. The 
declaration made in the paſſage referred to, is clearly to be 
underſtood as previouſly limited. The Chriſtians made 
little account of their differences, excepting thoſe formerly 
| mentioned. 
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mentioned Thus, according to the Greek hiftorian, the 
 Phrygians, as including Parripaſſians , OTE 
or Anthropians were excluded from commanion. * 

This paſſage, inſtead of being uſeful to our en 
thor, injures his cauſe. For che % the account that Chri- 
ſtians, in times of perſecution, made of ſome differences, 
the greater muſt have been the account they made of theſe 
in which Patripuſſians and Paulianiſts were concerned. The 
evidence before us clearly proves, that Unitarians were 
viewed in the ame light with Gnoſtics. What account can 
we make of the integrity of a writer, Wr 
in ſuch a manner ? | 

But Dr P. does not ſeem to have obſerved that this nar 
rative is borrowed from Sozomen. In ſome parts of it, 
Nicephorus retains the very words of the original writer, 
in others, they ate altered. He mentions the ſame herefics 
as excepted, which are mentioned by Nicephorus. If, there- 
fore, there remain any doubt with reſpe&'to the fit, we 
are undoubtedly to judge from the manner in which the 
original writer expreſſes his idea, and not from that in 
which it is expreſſed by one who borrowed from him 
about nine hundred years after his time, Now, that very 
phraſe which the Doctor tranſlates, All who were called 
Chriſtians, is one of theſe which Nicephorns has altered. He 
ſeems to have had no idea of ſuch an inference being drawn 
from his language, or he would certainly have preferred 
that of the original writeg. For Sozotnen's expreſlion is 
fuch as ſhews that the whole of Dr P.'s argument is “ the 
« baſeleſs fabric of a viſion.” For in the times of former 
v emperors,” he ſays, © all who worſhipped Chrift, though - 
they held different opinions, were conſidered in the ſame 
light by the Gentiles,” Oc +. 


Vid. Niceph. Hiſt. lib. 4. c. 22. vol. i. p. 319. 


+ Ah Tarr au ⁰ναmuÄ see, xa ixemurerr, 3) Naveriavun, 
*. 


As if Dr P. were conſcious that his proof from Nive- 
phorus is very lame, he endeavours to borrow a crutch for 
it from Origen V. This writer ſays; It is allowed 
that, as in the great multitude of believers, who admit of 
difference of opinion, there are ſome who ſay that the 
Saviour is God over all; but we do not ſay ſo, who be- 
« lieve him when he ſaid, My Father is greater than If. 
Our author acknowledges that Origen here ſpeaks of the 
Patripaſſians. The expreſſion, admit of, as it here ſeems 
to have an active ſenſe, does not properly expreſs the 
meaning of the ancient writer. For he could not intend to 
ſay that Patripaſſians were ſuffered to continue in communion 
with the church. A. looſe or general expreſſion can nevet 
be fairly rſtood in direct oppoſition to known fact. It 
has been already proved that, ſo early as the time of Cy- 
prian, Patripaſſians were not only claſſed witli heretics, but 
had formed ſeparate aſſemblies. Now, as Origen died only 
four years before Cyprian, and as his work againſt Celſus was 

compoſed 


rat TWY sri ah¹⁰ν Mh,, Ovanuriarer T4 xa: Magriunorer 
N Tlavniarer, xa & rt eTiget £3 igas non ogni dige b 
ern. . rere 8 ro, voατοõm, , TETWY rh Gbpioiwy 034aces THY r 
«Pay g prnpnr, £74 fe yag Tw Tov achtes, oro re Xg6- 
Cov totbor, e xai Ta; eta NiPrporre, ges r EXMAnoer e avres 
sropuiCorre, xa xatxws oppor EMATY OV | Sozomen. Hiſt. lib. 2. 
c. 32. p. 90. The original writer carries the matter farther 
than his copier. For beſides the hereſies named, he extends 
the excluſion to all others already faund out. He uſes this 
language, becauſe, in the time referred to, the Arian hereſy 
was not properly digeſted, or even broached. 


* Vol. iii. p. 259, 260. 
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compoſed when he was above fixty ; according to Dr P.'s 
chronology, it could not be written earlier than the year 
243, that is, thirteen years before the death of Cyprian. 
Therefore, though the latter had wrote his epiſtle to Jubaia- 
nus the ſame year in which he died, as he ſpeaks of Patri- 
paſſians in oo mmon with other heretics, as having no com- 
munion with the Catholic church, it is reaſonable to ſup- 
poſe that they had ſeparated, or been ejefted, from it ſame 
confiderable time before. ; 

But Origen himſelf gives no jeaſon to think that theſe 
heretics were, as Dr P. ſays, © conſidered by the orthodox 
as fellow-Chriftians.” He ſpeaks of them as © ſome in the 
« multitude of believers, who are /ubje to difference.” But 
he gives them this character, merely as oppoſed to thoſe 
Who made no profeſſion of the faith. He calls the Ebio- 
nites believers in Jeſus v. Did he therefore account them 
true believers, or mean to inſinuate that they were in com- 
munion with the church? On- the contrary, he expreſsly 
calls them Beretics +, He conveys a cenſure of theſe Patri- 
paſſians in the very language here uſed. Dr P. gives it in 
the Greek, but has forgot to inſert it in the tranſlation, 
„Be it ſo,” he ſays, that there are ſome ho through 
« their temerity affirm,” tc. When he adds, But we do 
not ſay ſo,” does he mean himſelf only. He ſpeaks un- 
doubtedly of the church in general. It is the uſual lan- 
guage of ancient writers, when they expreſs the common faith 
of that church of which they were members. But, from his 
anſwer to the next obje@ion, it is evident that he accounted 
this the language of heretics : © Theſe things again, taken 
from I know not what moſt obſcufe hereſy, he objeQts to 
all Chriſtians t. a 

Vol. II. Y | But 
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+ Ibid. I. 5. p. 274. 
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But though. theſe words.. rad admitted of the ſenſe given | 
them by Dr P., the proof muſt have been exceedingly de- 
ficient. . Though, this evidence had been more direct than it 
appears to be, it would ſcarcely have demonſtrated that 
Gentile Chriftians were. generally Unitarians, Give our au- 
thor his pleaſure of this paſſage, it could only prove that 
there were (Tw;) certain per ſons faveurable—to his api 


nions? nay, to thoſe directly oppoſite, in the great multi- 


tude of believers. 
His next proof is. from Euſebius, who, in his work a- 
gainſt Marcellus, when ſpeaking of thoſe who denied © the 


* pre-exiſtence and divinity of Chriſt,” is ſo far from ſay- 


ing that they were out of the church, that he particularly 


' complains © that Marcellus, one of them, even preſided in 


« it, being then biſhop of Ancyra *.” But it cannot be 


unknown to our author, chat the learned are by no means 


agreed, whether Marcellus was heterodox in his opinions, 
or not. He had been in a ſtate of the ſtricteſt friendſhip 
with Athanaſius. But the latter condemns him as a be- 
retic, in-an. Oration. ſuppoſed to have been wrote about the 
year 357 +. Some, however, contend. that ſome time before 


his death he ſatisfied Athanaſius as to the doubts entertain- 


ed by him, with reſpect to his orthodoxy f. Marcellus had 
wrote againſt Aſterius an Arian, He had alſo. withdrawn 
from that council,, which met firſt at Tyre, and afterwards. 
at Jeruſalem, and which condemned Athanafins ; and he 


refuſed to hold communion with thoſe who had aſſented to 


this deed. The Arian party were on theſe accounts ſo en- 
raged at Marcellus, that they accuſed him as a Sabellian. 
In theſe circumſtances, it is not ſurpriſing that the worlt 


# Cont. Marcell. vol. i. p. 33. ap. Aud. 
+ Unum eſſe Chriſtum Oratio, Opera, vol. i. p. 606. 
t Legat. ad Athanaſ. ap. Berriman, p. 204... 
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ſenſe ſhould be put on his language. | Therefore, he was 
depoſed by the biſhops aſſembled at Conſtantinople. But 
his work againſt Aſterius being afterwards. examined by 
the councils of Rome and Sardica, he was acquitted of the 
charge of hereſy, and reſtored to his biſhopric . 
Epiphanius was never ſuſpected of being too gentle in 
his ſentiments concerning thoſe who were accuſed of hereſy, 
But he acknowledges himſelf at a loſs to know what were 
the opinions of Marcellus. The ſecrets of his mind,“ 


he ſays, © were known to God.” He acknowledges, that 


thoſe who were named after him denied a Trinity of per- 
ſons ; but aſſerts that they were ignorant of his mind, and 
« did not truly expreſs what he thought.” This writer goes 
no farther than to ſay, that he ſeemed to fall into the error < 
of the Sabellians +. If we can credit Epiphanius in any 
part of his work, it is here. For he was his cotemporary ; 
and he informs us, that Marcellus had died only two years 
before he wrote theſe things. 

I do a8 moan. ts. anculonin Nm frame charge of | 
hereſy ; but only to ſhew that his own cotemporaries were 
divided in their ſentiments concerning him, that he was pro- 
tected by ſome of the warmeſt friends of the Trinitarian 
doctrine, and accounted by them a martyr to his zeal agai 
Arxianiſm. It alſo appears, that he ftill denied thoſe opi- 
nions imputed to him t. The council of Conſtantinople, 
which condemned him, at the ſame appointed Euſebius of 
Neo- Ceſarea to refute his errors. It would ſeem that he 
was ſingled out for this labour, becauſe Marcellus had preſſ- 
ed him very hard, in his work againſt Aſterius ||, Thence - 

| „ it 

#* Socrat. Hiſt. lib. 1. c. 36. p. 73. Lib. 2. e. 20. p. og. Sozomen. 
Ib. 2+ c. 4, p. 92. 

Her. 72. f Epiphan. ubi ſup. 
I Vid. Cave, Hiſt. Literar. vol. i. p. 132. 
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| it is natural to ſuppoſe that Kuſebius would put the worſt 


conſtruftion on his modes of expreſſion, and might rather 
wiſh to find him a heretic than otherwiſe. © As Marcellus 
was protected in his biſhopric, by thoſs who reckoned him 
orthodox, notwithſtanding his depoſition by the council ; 


this was the ſource of the complaine of Euſebins referred 


to by our author. 

But it muſt be evident to every reader, that, in theſe cir 
cumſtances, the continuance of Martellus in his biſhopric 
cannot be admitted as a proof that Unitarians were mot out 
of the church ; unleſs it could be ſhewn that all thoſe called 
Patripaſſians, Noetians and Sabellians, whoſe ſentiments Mar- 
cellus was ſaid to expoſe, were alſo ſuffered to remain in 
communion ; the contrary of which has been proved. In- 


deed, the hiſtory of Marcellus, inſtead of being ſerviceable 


to our author, oppoſes his defign. It proves that Unitarians 
were not ſuffered to continue in the church. For thofe who 
protected him, did it on this ground only, that, as far as 


they could diſcern, he was not chargeable with the hereſy 


aſcribed to them. They never thought of objecting that, 
although the charge had been PINS the cenfure was 
too ſevere. 

Dr P. proceeds in his direct proof. © That Chryſoſtom,” 
he ſays, © conſidered almoſt all the Chriſtians as being Uni- 
te tarians in the age of the apoſtles, has been ſhewn alrea- 
« dy s.“ Our author, indeed, in a former part of this 


work, has given many quotations from this Father. But he 


has not produced one, in which Chryſoſtom aſſerts that the 
generality of Chriſtians were Unitarians. This is the Doctor's 


own inference from the looſe and rhetorical language of 
the biſhop of Conſtantinople. This inference proceeds on 


ſeveral falſe ſuppoſitions. Firſt, it is ſuppoſed that he real- 
ly thought that the church, in the apgſtolic age, did not be- 


Vol. iii. p. 261. 
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eve our Saviour's divinity, But the utmaſt that candour 
can collect from his words is, that, in his apprehenſion, 
Jeſus did not, in his own diſcourſes, inſiſt ſo much on this, | "24 
as on the doctrine of his being the true Meſſiah ; that the 2 
diſciples had only obſcure notions about it, while they enjoyed 
his bodily preſence ; that the apoſtles, in their firſt addrefles 
to unbelievers, more directly proclaimed his mediatory cha- 
racter, obſerving the ſame plan with their maſter in inſtruc · 
ting them, before the effuſion of the Spirit; and that the 
three former Evangeliſts did not write ſo expreſsly on this 
ſubject as John. That on the laſt point eſpecially the good 
Father has many expreſſions, which * bear a critical 
inveſtigation, is undeniable. 

Even on the very improbable at of Chryſoſtom 
being pecfurdad, da the church know nothing of tha . 
vinity of Chriſt till John wrote; our author's. aſſextion is 
not proved. It requires to be propped by another ſuppoſi- 
e N 
never to have been executed ſo completely before. It 
muſt be fappeſed, en the perſuaſion of Chryſoliom, that 
John did not write his Goſpel, till the firſt generation of 
Chriſtians was moſtly gone. We have no evidence that he 
thought ſo; and this idea ſeems to be contrary to fad. _ 

Our author's ſyſtem till craves the aſſiſtance of another 
ſnppoſition that becauſe Chryſoſtom * confidered almoſt. 
4 all the Chriſtians as being Unitarians, in the age of the A- 

© poſtles,” they muſt really have been fo. Were z ſuppoſition 
of the fame kind made by his opponents, the learned 
Gentleman would treat it with contempt, And as the mat- 
ter ſtands, this deſerves no better treatment. For although 
the good Father had been capable of ſuch an idea, it could 
have had no weight with thoſe who had the teſtimonies of 
Juſtin Martyr, of Irenzus, and of Tertullian, and above all, 
that of inſpiration itſelf, to oppoſe to it. ne * 

Y 3 But 
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But there is no occaſion for enlarging on this point ;/as 
the learned Dr Horſley has fully anſwered our author's ob- 


|  Jedtions, both with reſpe& to Athanaſius and Ch 


We have elſewhere ſhewn, that, whatever the Fathers might 


have thought, it is clear from the New Teſtament, that the 
Apoſtles preached, and that Chriſtians ne that n 


was God. 

But after all, Dr P. cannot agree with his worthy fellow. 
labourer, Chryſoſtom. For he immediately adds to the a- 
bove aſſertion ; **—and yet he ſays that in their time there 


vas no hereſy *. This, however, could not be firialy 


cc true, becauſe there were Gnoſtics in the times of the A- 
« poſtles : but they were few compared with their num- 


e hers afterwards. On this account it is ſaid by ſeveral of 


the ancients, that hereſy began in the time of Adrian, 


when the moſt diſtinguiſhed of the Gnoſtits made their 


„appearance.“ Suppoſing this to be Chryſoſtom's mean- 
ing, as, it would ſeem, our author wiſhes to do, it remains 
for him, either to prove that Chryſoſtom accounted the U- 
nitarian doctrine xo hereſy, or to retract his aſſertion that the 
ſame writer * conſidered almoſt all the Chriſtians as being 
&« Unitarians in the age of the Apoſtles.” It was incautious 


in our author to quote this paſſage ; as it clearly proves his 
_ irong propenſity to build on mere words, ons 


to the meaning of the writer. 
But if the reader be ſtartled at the incoherence of the 


proof from Chryſoſtom, he has only to exerciſe his pa- 


tience a little, and he ſhall obtain as much ſatisfaction as he 


can reaſonably deſire. Whatever ſhould be thought of 


the proof, our author is determined not to loſe fight of the 


a ati XUE TRY enuiι,ðů́ am. e. 
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poſition. © That the common people among Chriſtians,” 
he ſays, © were actually Unitarians in the early ages, and 
n believed nothing of the pre-exiſtence or divinity of Chriſt 
before the Council of Nice, we have as exprefs a teſtimo- 
« as can be deſired in the caſe, Theſe ſublime doctrines 
 « were thought to be above their comprehenfion, and to 
be capable of being underſtood and received by the learn - 
« ed only. This we ſee moſt dearly in the general ſtrain 
of Origen's writings, who was himſelf a firm believer, 
« and a zealous defender of the pre · exiſtence and divinity 
« of Chriſt. * This,“ ſays he, we ought to underſtand, 
© that as the law was a ſhadow of good things to come, fo- 
© is the Goſpel, as it is underftood by the generality. But 
chat which John calls the everlaſting goſpel, and which 
may be more properly called the ſpiritual, inſtructs the in- 
« tellig-nt very clearly concerning the Son of God. Where- 
fore, the goſpel muſt be taught both corporeally and ſpiri- 
5-tually, and when it is neceſſary, we” muſt pteach the cor- 
* poreal goſpel, ſaying to the carnal, that we know nothing 
* but Jeſus Chriſt, and him erueiſied. But when perſons 
are found confirmed in the Spirit, bringing forth fruit in 
it, and in love with heavenly wiſdom, we muſt impart to 
to them the mum e 3 
he was in the beginning with God. . 

If this paſſage proves any thing in our author's at 
it proves too much. For if it reſpects the generality of 
Chriſtians, it denotes that they knew Jeſus in his tate 
of humiliation only, and not as exalted in eee 
* his bodily ſtate.” | yu 
| bt here 1 the 
common people with the learned. The reader, indeed, may 
be miſled by paſſages quoted without any hint of their con- 
death fn; op nnen 

14 8 ſage, 


Comment in Joh. vol, id. p. 9. ap. Auct. 


ſage, Origen ſpeaks. of the, legal diſpenſation. Hp ſays 
that under it there were ſome more perfect, and others 
whom he calls litele children., The former, as the Patri- 
archs; Moſes, and the . prophets, had far clearer views of 
the coming of Chriſt than the latter, and contemplated his 
glory. Therefore, they accommodated their diſcourſes to 
puerife minds, as being rightly called pedagegust. But, 


be adds, The Son himſelf, he who is glorified as God 


„ the Word, had not yet come; waiting, to wit, till theſe 


men of God, who were to perceive his divinity, aan 


make a decent preparation for him. ; 

Then he ſhews that this ren infratiion mat fille 
obſerved, even under the New Teſtament. For he imme- - 
diately adds what is quoted by Dr P., as above. Accords: 
ing to the Latin verſion, Qrigen ſays; Now it is neceſ- 


_ * fary to know this alſo *.” He evidently, means, that as 


ſomething of che ſame kind even under the goſpel. Then 


: he aſſigns a reaſon for ſpeaking in this manner: As the. 


law contains & ſhadow of god things to come, which 
ars declared hy the law truly explained, / is the go- 
&* ſpet, as it is underſtoad by thy generality,” No, Origen 
hath ſaid nothing that can bear this ſenſe. He does not ſo 
much as mention. the generality. This is entirely our au- 
thor's own gloſs, The other part of the contraſt, as ſtated 
by Origen, is ſomething very different: -“ even io the 


goſpel, as it is received to be undetſtood by all who are 


ci coming to be inſtructed, teaches a ſhadow of the Chri- 
4 ſtian myſteries +.” Here he hag no iden of ee 
| the 

* Jam et hoe quogue ſcams neceſſ ft | 
+ Kai rure N ide v, ors ewig er. rptes ci magixen 
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with the catechumens, whe were yet to be initiated in tbe 
firſt principles of 'the oracles of God. Therefore, it is add- 
ed: But what John calls tbe ever/a/ting gofpelr—clearly 
places around thoſe who are knowing, (apparently in al- 
* lufion to ſunbeams as oppoſed. to a ſhadow) and before 
* their eyes, all things concerning the Son of God *, both 
$ the axfere exhibited by by nn difermeyhn, e 
« of which bus action were enigmatzeal F.” 

Nothing can be plainer, . 
contraſted are thoſe coming, wurde to be inſtructed, and Toy 
wong, thoſe already iaſtructed. After this, the Latin verſion 
is deficient. But I ſuſpect that ſomething follows, expreſaly 
reſpecting their initiation ; becauſe theſe words appear im-: 
mediately after the hiatus, Sic Chriſtianus fit, et baptiſma, 
The very paſſage joined with this by our guthor, although 
there is a conſiderable diſtence between the two, according 
to the original, confirms the view we have given, and evi 
dently defeats the deſign of the quotation. Having ſhewn, 
rr 


WW orovyxarrur mares, Comment. ut 
ſop. I can form no other idea of the meaning of the latter 
_ exprefſion, than that given above; unleſs it ſhould be ren- 
dered, ** as it ſeems to be underſtood by all who accidentally: 
meet with it,“ that is, by thoſe who are not church- mem · 
bers. But the other appears moſt natural, and molt agree- 
able to the connexion. 


o. prom lot ewayyrney aiwyiev, tuo; av At xbyrejever Tveupuarr 
ren, Fagus rapie reif vover Th Tavre Wworiy Tipe vis . 


t Theſe words, according to the Latin, follow our author's quota- 
tion ;---tum myſteria ab ipfius ſermonibus, exhibita, tum res, quarum @- 
nigmata ipſius actiones erant. They ſhew that Origen was i 
that our Lord had preached the doctrine of his on divinity. 


ed to the Jews, and that Paul became all things to all mien, 
 rhat be might gain ſome; Origen applies theſe things in this 
manner: Wherefore, that we may be Chriſtuans Boch in 
. body and Spirit o, it is neceſſary to preach the goſpel both 
© corporea/ly and ſpiritually. And when it is neceſſary 
4 to preach the corporeal goſpel, do this as ſaying to the 
«carnal, that they muſt know nothing but Jeſus Chriſt 
„ and him crucified. But when they may afterwards be 
« found confirmed'in the Spirit, Impart th them the Wand 
Oc. | 

The ſame perſons are evidently ſpoken of, firſt, as in the 
Rate of inquiry, and afterwards, as confirmed. If we at- 
tend to the great ſecrecy which by this time was introdu- 
ced into the church, with reſpect to myſteries, it will throw 
conſiderable light on the language of Origen. As there 
were different claſſes of catechumens, ſome being farther 
advanced than others; they were all excluded from thoſe 
diſcourſes that treated of myſteries, which were made to 
church-members alone. However long perſons might have 
been in the ſtate of catechumens, the myſteries of the Tri- 
nity and Incarnation were not taught them, till about forty 
days before baptiſm f. Though ſuch ſecrecy had no war- 
rant from the example of our Saviour and his apoſtles; 
though there was no precedent for it in the conduct of thoſe 
who lived neareſt their times; being once introduced, maſt 
probably in imitktion of the heathen myſteries, it is natu · 

* Theſe words in Ttalics are taken fromjthe Latin verſion, though nei- 
ther in our author's Engliſh nor Greek. Hanc ob cauſam, tum ſpiritu, tum 
corpore, Chriſtiani ut ſimus, neceſſe eſt et corporale Evangelium preedicare, 


&c. The reaſon Origen ſeems to give for preaching the goſpel corporealh, is 
the obligation lying on Chriſtians, practicalhj to accommodate themſelves 


to the infirmities of the weak; which he has illuſtrated by the example 
of Faul. 


+ Hieronym: ad Pammach, 10 62. See a full account of this pate | 
ter in Bintzbam's Antiquities, book x. c. 3, 5+ 
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ral to ſuppoſe that the Chriſtian writers would do all in their 
power to vindicate their diſcipline, as if ſanftioned by the 
higheſt authority. This ſeems to have been the true ſpring 
of the pains they took to illuſtrate the prudence or caution, 
call it what you pleaſe, which they aſcribed to our Lord 
and his diſciples, with reſpect to the myſterious doctrines of 
our faith. This ſeems to have been their principal reaſon 
for ſo frequently ſtating a contraſt between John and the 
other Evangeliſts, and for making a diſtinction ſo abſurd as 
mn p 
ſpiritual. | 

This hypochefa receives VT ack confirmation from 
the circumſtance of the earlieſt fathers making no ſuch 
diſtinction. As little did they think of aſſerting that 
the three firſt Evangelifts concealed our Saviour's di- 
vinity; although it muſt ſtill have been evident that 
it is more clearly and fully declared by John, than by any 
of the reſt. Not till after the introduction of this [ſecret 
diſcipline, which ſeems to have been about the beginning of 
the third century, did the fathers, as far as I can obſerve, 
form ſuch diſtinctions, or ſtate ſuch contraſts. But in ſuc- 
ceeding ages, we find them calling forth all the powers of 
their eloquence on theſe topics. The writers of this age 
would alſo like to dwell on diſtinctions of this kind, becauſe 
they were ſo fond of the allegorical method of treating 
ſcripture. This Origen carried farther than any who had 
gone before him. He was indeed the firſt, as Moſheim ob- 
ſerves, who reduccd it into a ſyſtem, and laid down deter- 
minate rules far the obſervation of it.  Whencs he hes gr- 
nerally been confidered as its principal author. 

The earlier fathers were content- with allegorizing the- 
law. But as this did not afford ſhadows enow for thoſe who 
ſucceeded them, their inventive powers were ſet to work 
en the ſubſtance itſelf. Thence, as John had written more 
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fully concerning the deity of Chrift, than the other Evan. 
geeliſts, it ſeemed a nice idea, that the three e 
body, but he the pirit of the goſpel. \ 


They would alſo naturally improve be 
for their mode of inſtruction: as on the foundation of their 


own diſtinction, they might pretend that the three former 
goſpels contained the rudiments neceſſary for the church in 
a catechumenal ftate ; and that John afterwards, 
declaring thoſe doctrines for which the s had only pre- 

pared her. I need not obſerve, how little regard we ought 
' to have to the vagaries of any writer, who, like Origen, 
thinks that he can correct the language of infpiratian, or 
B given it by the 
Spirit of God. 

esu v e ee clrogufitaiced; of Wo 
_ diſcipline, and the allegorical method of interpretation, they 
will of themſelves be nearly ſufficient to obviate any 
difficulty apparently arifing from the modes of expreſſion 
adopted, not by Origen only, but by the other Fathers, 
program earn, reno 


_ . "of Vniturlan ne 


It is not ſurpriſing that a writer, ale een d 
devoted to myſtical ſenſes, as to ſpeak contemptuouſly even 
of the letter of the goſpel, ſhould frequently take occafion 
to expoſe the ignorance of others, while he thus virtually 
extolled his own inventive powers. This is the obvious 
+ tendency of the other paſſages quoted by Dr P. Origen 

fays; Some are adorned with the Logos itſelf, but o- 
| « thers with a Logos which is akin to it, and ſeeming to 
them to be the true Logos, who know nothing but Jeſus 
4 Chriſt and him erucified, who look at the Word made 
« fleſh ».“ In theſe words, there is nothing that ſhews 
whether he immediately referred to catechumens, or to 
* Ccmment. vol. ii. p. 49. ap. Auct. 
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church members. He alſo ſays; © There are who partake 
« of the Logos who was from the beginning, the Logos who 
« was with God, and the Logos who was God, as Hoſea, 
« Iſaiah and Jeremiah, and any others who ſpeak of king as 
« the Logos of God, and the Logos that was with him. But 
there are others, who know nothing but Jeſus Chraſt and 
4 him crucified, the Logos that was made fleſh, thinking 
« they have every thing of the Logos, when they acknow- 
« ledge Chriſt according to the fleſh. Such is the mul- 
« titade of thoſe who are called Chriſtians. .” Here, i 
grant, Origen feems to ſpeak of church-members. But 
the whole context is ſuch a maſs of myſtic abſurdity, that 
it is impoſſible to know his determinate meaning, almoſt in 


any one aſſertion. A few lines before, explaining a paf-- 


ſage in Deut. iv. he ſays, that God gave the heavenly 
bodies to the nations, that thoſe who cannot tevur: to in- 
« telligible nature, might ſuſpect that there was divinity 
% in bodily and fenfible thiugs, and not deſcend to the 
« worſhip of idols (the work of the hands of men) and 
« demons.” I preſume, that it would pazzle our author 


himſelf to make any thing that has the fGadow of ſenſe, . 
not to ſpeak of the ſubflance, in the greateſt part of the e- 


poſition of that paſſage which is the pretended tet. 
Are we then to form our judgment of the realſtate of 
the Chriftian church from fach an unimelligible rhapſody ? 


Take this expoſition as we find it, can we fairly conclude 


chat Origen meant to ſay that the generality of Chriſtians 
did not believe the divinity of Chriſt? The good Father, I 
am perſuaded, would have ſhuddered at ſuch an inference 
- from his language, Had this been the caſe, he could ne- 
ver have ſaid that they © looked at the Word made fleſh,” 
knew the Word in this reſpect, and thought they had e- 


very thing of the Word, when they acknowledged Chriſt 
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«. according to the feſh. He would not even have ſaid, 
that they were inſtructed in the fbadow of the Logos.“ 
For the mere humanity of Jeſus CR mung 


this deſignation. 
| Tha eee kb, either 


as Patripaſſians, or as Anthropians, (which two names in- 
cluded all now called Unitarians) is clear from the particu- 
lar mention made of theſe herefies a little before, in the 
following words: Hence the difficulty may be ſolved, 
Which diſturbs many who profeſs that they love God, and 
« fear to introduce two gods. And therefore, they fall 
into falſe and impious doctrines, either denying the pro- 
« perty of the Son to be diftint from that of the Father, 
« confeſling that he is God with the name only, who by 
them is called the Son; or denying the divinity of the 
Son, and aſſerting that his property and eſſence exiſt by 
-« a deſcription different from thoſe of the Father *.” What 
then, does he lay to the charge of the multitude ? They 
did not underſtand ſo much about the Logos as « Hoſea, 
Iſaiah and Jeremiah, and any others that ſpeak of him, 
Vc. When they read, in the Old Teſtament, that The 
word of the Lord came to any one, they were ſo ignorant as 
to underſtand this language of the word of revelation ; but 
had not learned that the perſonal Word was meant. This 
is not our own conjecture. For in the introduction to this 
diſcourſe, addreſſed to his friend Ambroſe, and meant to 
explain that paſſage, De Mord was with God, he tells him 

Et hine folvi poteſt illud quod perturbat multos profitentes ſe Dei a- 
mantes eſſe, ac verentes duos predicare deos. Et propter hoc, in falſz 
et impia dogmata incidentes, vel negantes proprietatem Filii eſſe aliam a 
Patris proprietate, confitentes Deum efle cum nomine tantum, qui apud 
ipſos Filius appellatur; vel negantes Filii divinitatem, et ponentes ipſius 


proprietatem, et effentiam per deſcriptionem exiſtere aliam a Patre, Con- 
ment. in Joh. vol. ii. p. 173. 
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hat he is to ſhew in what ſenſe this was true, There 
« fore,” he ſays, © for explaining this, it will be uſeful to 
« attend to the ſenſe. of that expreſſion, the Word came to 
« certain perſons. For example, The Word of the Lord 
« came to Hoſea, How, therefore, the Word of the Lord 
„ came to Hoſea, and to Iſaiah, and to Jeremiah, is to be 
« conſidered, that thus, by compariſon, the truth may be 
« diſcovered, in what reſpe& that Word was with God. 
« But indeed, the vulgar may explain the words of the 
«4. prophets more ſimply, as reſpecting the language of God, 
« or language made to- them. But do thou obſerve, leſt 
« perchance our labour be'in vain, that the Son, now 
4 theologically conſidered by us, is the Word that came 
4 to Hoſea, ſent to him by the Father . | 

Then he ſhews that we are to underſtand him as coming, 


in the ſame ſenſe, to Iſaiah and Jeremiah. When, there - 


fore, he contraſts the knowledge which theſe three pro- 
phets had of the Logos with that of the multitude, he evi- 
dently refers to what he had thus ſaid of them before ; and 
means to depreciate the knowledge of the vulgar, becauſe 
they did not think, of any other Logos, as- thete meant, than 
that of revelation. As he explains that expreſſion, The 


Word was with God, of his being ſent hy God to them, he | 


thence infers, that the multitude did not underſtand how. he 
had been with God; becauſe they explained the language of 
the prophets more /imply. And the warmeſt friend to or- 


9 | thodox 
* Ergo utile erit ad hoc explicandum, eolligere ſermonem qui ſcriptus 
eſt, Factum ſuiſſe ad quoſdam. Verbi gratia, Sermo Domini ſactus eſt 


ad Oſce—-Quomodo ergo Sermo Domini factus eſt ad Oſeam, et Serms 


ad Eſaiam filium Amos, et rurſus ad Hieremiam, conſiderandem eſt, ut 
ie collatione facta inveniri poſſit, quonam pacto ſermo ille erat apud 


Deum, atque equidem vulgus ſimplicius exponit prophetarum dicta, ve. - 
luti ſermone Domini, vel ſermone facto ad ipſos, Tu verd vide, ne ſortd, 


ut dicimus, hunc ad hunc fieri, fic etiam nunc a nobis theologicò confide- 
ratus Filius, ſermo factus fit ad Oſeam, miſſus ad ipſum a Parre, FO 
Vol. ii. p. 132. 
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ehodoxdefrine wil gram, that they might be very gol 
Chriſtians notwithſtanding. 
Pe P., ſurely, will not pretend that the generality of 
Chriſtians in Britain are, at this day, Unitarians (althongh it 
wortld not be ſurpriſing, though this ſhould be aſſerted by his 
ſurceſſors, a century or two hence ;) yet I am perſuaded 
that the majority, nay, the generality of the multitude, 
though befieving in a Trinity of divine perſons, never once 
thought chat it was the perſoual Word who raus to Holes, 
Ifaiah and Jeremiah. 
Origen alfo ſays, that © the multitudes of believers are 
 -# jinſtructed in the ſhadow of the Logos, and not in the true 
« Logos of God which is in the open heavens w.“ As by 
the /badow of the Logos he means the perſonat Word as in- 
carnate, by the true Word in the open heaven he refers to 
the deſcription given of our Saviour in Rev. xix. 11,—16, 
When he afferts the ignorance of the multitude as to the 
latter, he means that che deſcription is ſo metaphorical and 
fublime that they did not comprehend it. They knew not 
in what ſenſe Beaden was opened, how Jefus was faid to fit 
on a white horſe, &c. After all, he ſpeaks as if the ortho- 
dox teachers themſelves had not thought it proper to ex- 
plain ſuch ſubjefts to them. For he ſays; * The multi- 
„ tudes ore walyreverat, as wor u mg 
% gos. 

Perhaps, becauſe of the groſſneſs of their minds, their 
teachers thought it inexpedient to infiſt much on paſſages of 
this kind. For though it ſhould be refuſed that uatyrewera: 
is here uſed in its ſtrit and proper ſenſe, as denoting that 
| this was a part of inſtruction that had not been communica- 
ted, there is till another ſolution of the apparent difficulty. 
For Origen deſcribes, not the ignorant only, but carnal and 

worklly e who would not give themſelves the 
| | crouble 


„ Com. in Joan. vol. ii. p. 52. ap. Aud. vol. 111, p. 265. 
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trouble of ſearching the ſcriptures. For, a few ſentences 
c OE OSD he ſays; 

« Therefore, I apprehend that heaven is ſhut to che im- 
« pious, and to thoſe who bear the image of the earthly ; 
but opened to the juſt, and to thoſe who bear the image 
« of the heavenly. The things which are more excellent, 
« to wit, are locked to thoſe who are grovelling on the 
« earth, and living in the fleſh, becauſe they cannot under- 
N perceive their beauty 

« (becauſe they are unwilling) being prone, and not endea- 
« youring to elevate themſelves : whereas the juſt and ex- 
« cellent, as enjoying the right of citizens in heaven, 
« contemplate heavenly things, which are opened by the 
« key of David; the divine Word, to wit, opening and 
« manifeſting theſe things fignified by the words under 
2 inaſmuch as he is carried on a white 

« horſe, on account of clear, cnndid qd Inapinens hoo 
« ledge,” 

After explaining the epithet faithful, given to the Ward, 
he proceeds to that of true. He is true alſo, with reſpett 
* to the difference between the ſhadow, and the figure, and 
« the image; fince that Word is ſuch as he is in beaver 
« opened ; for the earthly Word is not ſuch as the heavenly, 
* becauſe he was made fleſh by ſhadows, and ſpeaks figures 
and images. Therefore, the multitude,” c . 

Origen thinks ſo little of theſe perſons, that he does not 
call them belie vers, as would appear from our author's tran- 
ſlation. For he uſes the ſame expreſſion with that in the 
laſt quotation : © The multitudes of thoſe who. are tbougbt 
to have believed,” &c. He gives Jeſus the charaſter of 
ro aanfire noyw, the true Word, in alluſion to the diſcovery 
goes of dim. 40; Jakes; here. e IR For 

#* Proinde arbitror, &c. * 

Vor. II. | SR - 
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the Logos was then revealed to him as © faithful and. 
„(chu g) true.” But he is far from meaning that even 
_ theſe perſons did not know the Word at all. For he grants 
that they knew * the ſhadow of the Word.” Now, had 
they believed that Jeſus was a mere man, he would never 
have uſed ſuch language ; becauſe, as we have ſeen, huma- 
nity cannot be even the ſhadow: of divinity, He does not 
once infinuate that they denied the preexiſtence and deity 
of the Logos ; but ſays they had grovelling minds, which 
hindered them from contemplating that Word whom they 
acknowledged, in the more lofty deſcriptions given of him 
in Scripture. In our own time, many firmly believe the 
doctrine of the Trinity, who, if interrogated what was meant 
by the Word of God riding on a white horſe, would diſcover 
that they had never elevated their minds 'to the contem- 
plation of this metaphorical deſcription. Nay, there are 
many, not only earthly and grovelling, but impious in their 
lives, who, ſhould our author tell them that Jeſus was a 
mere man, would i ſhocked at this as the language of 
blaſphemy. 

J ſhall only add with reſpect to Origen, that perhaps we 
can reaſon with leſs certainty from his writings, than from 
thoſe of any other Father. This is not merely owing to 
the prodigious variety of his labours, his great rapidity in 
writing, and the frequent contradictions to be found in the 
works aſcribed to him. But as his authority was of great 
weight, the force of his genius and extent of his erudition 
being univerſally admired, many adulterated his works, 
in order to obtain ſomething like a ſanction for their own 
errors. This ſeems to have been done in ſome inſtances, 
while he was yet alive. It is well known, how keenly it 
was diſputed in the church, in ſucceeding ages, whether 
Origen himſelf was a heretic; and that many —_ 
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the doctrines aſcribed to him, vindicated him from. the 
charge of horſe nn doing, e eh, buf, uu, | 
foiſted into his works by others , | 
Dr P. here recurs to his favourite paſſage in Tertullian, 
concerning the fmplices. It ſerves the purpoſe of ſwelling 
the apparent evidence. For it is uſed both as a preſump- 
tive, and as a direct proof. As we have fully conſidered it 
under the former deſcription, it can ſerve no end to fol- 
low the learned Gentleman a ſecond time over che ſame 
Athanaſius is next introduced as a witneſs.  * Athana- 
« fius alſo,” our author ſays, like Tertullian, acknow- 
« ledged that the Unitarian doctrine was very prevalent. a- 
« mong the lower claſs of people in his time. He calls 
them the « oaxu, 'the many, and deſcribes them as per- 
« ſons of low underſtanding. * lt grieves,' he ſays, * thoſe 
* who ſtand up for the holy faith, that te multitude, and 
« eſpecially perſons of low underſtanding, ſhould be infected 
with thoſe blaſphemies +.” The hereſy which Athana- 
fius has in his eye is that of Samoſgtenus, He indeed ſpeaks 
of the many or the multitude. But he ſpeaks of them mere- 
ly in contradiſtinQtion to the learned, or thoſe Chriſtians 
who were ſuperior in rank. It is denied that he © calls 
the Unitarians the many.” He does not even give reaſon 
to ſuppoſe that many of the multitude were carried away. 
All that his language amounts to is, that this hereſy was 
getting in among them. It . is burting the multitude,” he 
ſays. W rann ins 9 PRI 
2 2 | | As 
ce H. Literar, vol. L f. 99 | ng Act 
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diffetetit ; nay, that the perſons referred to wete not can. 
firmed in hereſy. That no more is meant, is tmdeniable 
from what Athanaſius ſubjoins : # But fince we have heard 
„ that chere are ſome among you who are troubled, and 
# wha with for letters from us concerning the common faith, 
* and that introduced by the Apoſtles we counſel you, 
„ vs we take the fame counſel to ourſelves, to retain the 

faith which is handed down, but to turn away from the 
* vanities which have a new ſound ; and to enjoin dis on 
* all, that they be afraid to ſearch into ſo great a myſtery ; 
« but that they confeſs that God was manifeſted in the 
« feſb, according to the Apoſtollcal Tradition, and that the 

« Lord was juſtifled in the Spirit, that is, not * a human 
# manner, but by divine purity *.” 

This paſſage ſhews us how rbe multitude were "injured 
by the docttine of Paulus. Some of them were troubled. 
The followers of that heretic made ſuch high pretenſions, 
and ſo many abjeftions, that theſe weak perſons were at a 
loſs to know whether there was any ground for them or 
not. But Athanaſius hoped that his counſel would be the 
mean of confitming them in the doctrine of the Trinity, 
- which was the common faith. He was not afraid of being 
charged by theſe people with falſshvod, when he declared 
that it was ſo, or when he deſcribed the Ws Mr doctrine as 
having a new found. De | 
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Dr P. elſewhere produces another proof from this vente: 
rable Father. That the Unitarians,” he obſerves, Were 
« exceedingly numerous in the time of Athanaſius,” er not 
« long before it, eſpecially in Africa, is evident fr h 
complaints on the ſubject. He ſays that in Pentapolis 
© of Upper Lybin, ſome of the biſhops embrased the doc 
© trine of Sabellius, and prevailed ſo much, that the Sofn"of 
© God was hardly preached in the churches . But this is 
like the reſt of our author's proofs. They were ex 
« ceedingly numerous“ in general, becauſe” this was the eaſe 
«in Africa.” But how is it proved that Africa contained 
ſo many Unitarians? Athanaſius mentions Sabellians in 
Lybia, in one divifion of it, in a fingle proviniee im this one 
diviſion, in à province containing five Eities, in one of 


which this hereſy had its origin. The Unitarians were 
« exceedingly numerous, becauſe ſome biſhops' embracet 


the doctrine of Sabellius: This proof ſatisfies: Dt P., als 
though when he fiods a? the biſhops of the Catholic chureti 
holding the Trinitarian faith, fcarcely wich « fingle:excep# 
un EE ET 
of their people agreed with hem. we'd 
Ateaabus-evidewdy defcrives thi dobliig Wines For 
ſpeaking of the time when Dion yſius, biſhop of 'Alezan- 
dria, wrote to the clergy of Pentapolis, Gy e e 
hereſy of Subellius had erept in fs 


It has been generally believed eee 


Patripaſſians. Some, however, have repreſented them as 


holding, that “ a certain 2 
Z 3 Ather, 
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0 « ther, was united to the man Jeſus “.“ But, from the 
ſcope of the letter of Dionyſius, we may certainly conclude 
that theſe heretics confounded the three perſons. For he 
« wrote, in order to demonſtrate from the Goſpel the hu- 
_ © manity of Chriſt, and to perſuade thoſe ignorant perſons 
ho boldly denied the Son, and aſcribed what belonged 
_ © to him as man to the Father, that it was not the Father, 
s but the Son, doh nar oo ß— 
; * Father 21m5-not the Son 4.” | 
This, then, being the doctrine of the Sabellians, our au- 
thor can have no claim to them. They were Unitarians 
indeed, as holding only one perſon in deity. But would 
Dr P. acknowledge as brethren, or receive as church-mem- 
bers, thoſe who would maintain the incarnation and cruci- 
fixion of the Father? The very extreme to which they 
went, as has been already proved with reſpect to the fol- 
| Jowers of Praxeas, neceſſarily ſuppoſes that the deity of the 
Son and Spirit was previouſly believed by the church. E- 
ven the language quoted from Athanaſius ſuppoſes this. 
The hereſy of Sabellius © prevailed ſo much, that in a little 
time it was no longer neceflary to preach the Son of God 
in the churches.” Although this paſſage could prove all 
that prevalence of Unitarianiſm aſſerted by Dr P., it would 
{till prove with no leſs force of evidence, that this doctrine 
was ſubſtituted for another. The Son of God” had been 
rug en the churches,” in that ſenſe affixed to the ex- 
| E - 
* Moſheim's Hiſtory, vol. i. p 305- 1 
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preſſion by Athanafius. But this was „no longer neceſ- 
ſary ; becauſe the followers of Sabellius believed“ that 
« the Father was the Son. 

Our author infers, from the 2 of Athanaſius, 
that © the Unitarians were exceedingly numerous in his 
* time, or a little before it.“ Yet it would ſeem that theſo | 
two are the only paſſages which he could venture to quote | 
from this Father, in ſupport of his aſſertion ; although the 
doctrine of the Deity of Chriſt is their great ſubject. Had 
theſe paſſages been much more favourable than they are, 
they could not have been admitted as proving that the 
majority were Unitarians; becauſe: Athanafius ſo often 
declares the contrary in the plaineſt terms. Who of 
* the faithful,” ſays he, will not confeſs that God the 
« Word—is conſubſtantial with the Father : Speaking 
of the doctrine of the Trinity, he expreſſes himſelf in this 
ſtrong language; We ſee that this was the tradition, and 
the doctrine, and the faith of the church univerſal from 
the beginning, which our Lord himſelf delivered, which 
the Apoſtles preached, and which the Fathers preſerved. 
« For in this is the dard nodding 
it neither can be, nor can be called a Chriſtian 5, 

Becauſe Jerom ſpeaks of ſome under 2 
of Amplices credentium, who * did not underſtand the ſcrip- 
* tures as became their Majeſty ,“ Dr P. has no right 0 

2 4 | aſſume 
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aſſume that they were Unitarians. As Jerom himſelf does 
not ſay who they were, this is certainly to beg the queſtion, 
That writer's aſſertion with reſpect to theſe perſons might 
be true in a great variety of ways, without their being U- 
nitarians. To the latter he gives a character very different 
from that of fmple believers. Fe deſcribes pork 
pretenders to faith. 


[ 


SECTION 2. D 


of the Teſtimony of bins Marty and ethers, * 
nnn 


UR author next eee the novelty of 
the Trinitarian doctrine from the manner in which i 
WAS „ tamed and received in early times. He particularly 
urges the modeſty of Juſtin Martyr on this head. He a- 
gain produces that paſſage from che dialogue with Trypho, 
the groſs miſapplication of which, in the Hiſtory of Cor- 
ruptions, had been clearly demonſtrated in the Monthly 
Review *, It appears, indeed, in a new form. The Doc- 
tor, in his former work, had tranſlated it in this manner : 
There ate ſome of our profeſſion, who acknowledge him 
to be the Chriſt, yet maintain that he was a man born of 
man. I do not agree with them, nor ſhould 1 be pre- 
« vailed upon by ever ſo many who hold that opinion; 
* becauſe we are yrs kn, fn Chriſt hiraſelf, not to receive 

„ ie 
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« our doctrine from men, but from what was taught by the 
holy prophets and by himſelf * Thence Dr P. infer- 
red that Unitarians were not accounted heretics by Juſtin, 
and indeed that in his time they were the majority. He 
alfo conſidered this language as having “ all the appearance 
« of an apology for an opinion contrary to the general _ 
« prevailing one.” 

In the Hiſtory of Early Opinions, our author advances 
various arguments in form, to ſhew that © Juſtin's language 
« is thatof a man 2 ²³A—— 
„ opinion.“ | 

The firft argument is, that he © labour the proof of the 

pre- exiſtence of Chriſt, ſhewing that it is conſonant to 
the principles of Platoniſm, and alſo deducible from the 
« writings of Moſes, and other parts of the Jewiſh ſcriptures, 
« without referring to any other writer in ſupport of what 
« he advances 4.” Dr P. is armed at all points againſt the 
evidence of antiquity. If any father ſays little concerning 
the divinity of our Saviour, it is a proof that the opinion was 
not generally received, or not reckoned important. If ano- 
ther treats the ſubject diſfufively, and ſeems to be in earneſt, 
it comes to the ſame iſſue. He {abours the proof. Was 
it not natural for Juftin to enlarge on the doctrine of our 
Saviour's divinity, when reafoning with-a Jew, who _ 
it, and particularly urged him to the proof? - 

Nor is it ſurprifing that he ſhould illuſtrate the conſo- 
nancy of this doctrine to the principles of Platoniſm. For 
Trypho had addreffed Juſtin as a phitoſopher, and declared 
that he had learned from Cerinthus, a follower of Socrates, 
to reſpect men of this character f. Therefore, as Juſtin had 
been a Platoniſt, as he believed that the doctrine of Plato 
ig. of Corrupt. val. 5. p. 17, t Vol. 1. pad. 
5 { Dial. p. 217. 
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concerning the Logos was borrowed: ſrom Moſes, and, of 
- conſequence, was a collateral proof of the antiquity of this 


— 


faith among the Hebrews; it would have been aſtoniſhing, 
if he had overlooked ſo natural an introduction to the con- 
ſideration of what it taught, on this ſubject, in the Hebrew 
ſcriptures. And, indeed, he uſes the Platonic doctrine 
merely as an introduction. For when he has fairly entered 
on the proof from ſcripture, he confines himſelf to this. 
That Juſtin refers to no other writings than the Jewiſh 
ſcriptures, in proof of the divinity. of Chriſt, is a ſtrange 


argument. To what others could he, with propriety, refer? 


Had he referred to thoſe of the New Teſtament, it would 
have been of ſtill leſs effect with Trypho, than a reference to 
the apoſtolical fathers in reaſoning with Dr P. An appeal to 


any Chriſtian work, not canonical, would have been equally 


vain, He realoned with the Jew, as our Saviour did with 
the Sadducees. He referred to the Pentateuch only, in proof 
of the reſurrection, becauſe they acknowledged no other 
part of ſcripture ; though the other inſpired writings af. 
forded far more direct proofs of this doctrine. - Juſtin's re- 
ferring to the Jewith ſcriptures only, ſo far from infinuating - 
the leaſt conſciouſneſs of the noveity of his opinion, is a 
molt unexceptionable evidence that he was fully con- 
vinced of its antiquity. Had not this been the caſe, it is 
natural to think that he would have reſted part of his proof 
on the harmony of the New with the Old Teſtament ;. and 
that he would have labour ed to eſtabliſh the inſpiration of 
the Evangelical writers, in order to ſhew that they bad 
more clearly declared what was obſcurely hinted by Moſes 
and the prophets. But like a man fully convinced, he is 
willing to reſt the whole force of his argument on the con- 
ceſſions of his adverſary. 

Had Jultin appealed to any Chriſtian writer, from our 


author's plan of treaung evidence, the is reaſon to ſuſpect 
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that he would have urged it as a clear proof of Juſtin's 
conſciouſneſs that he had not a ſure enough foundation for 
his doctrine in the Hebrew ſcriptures. '* Why,” might it 
have been ſaid, © would he: otherwiſe have referred to evis 
« dence, the veracity of which was denied by his oppo- 
nent? A man of his judgment would never have ated 
« ſo weak a part, had he not known that he was aſſerting a 
« yew doctrine, which could not be ſupported, even by a 
« ſhadow of proof, from the Hebrew ſcriptures alone.” 

Every reader muſt perceive that the argument, by being 
reverſed in this manner, would have been unipeakably more 
plauſible. 


The fecond is thus expreſſed} „ 


« acrimonious expreſſion againſt thoſe who differed from 
« him with reſpect to it, which is juſt as any man would do 
« who ſhould write in defence of a novel, or not very pre- 
e yalent opinion, and one, of which himſelf, was the prin- 


+ cipal abettor.” It is, perhaps, the firſt time that coolneſs 


in- reaſoning has been urged as a proof of the novelty of 


an opinion, Univerſal experience atteſts, that when a new 


doctrine is taught, eſpecially if it oppoſes. another account- 
ed of great importance, the ſpirits of men on both ſides 
are far more apt to be rankled than afterwards, when the 
opinions of the adverſe parties have become familiar to 


each other. The principal abettor of a new opinion, in- 


ſtead of being leſs acrimonious, becauſe of the novelty of 
his opinion; in conſequence of contradiction, commonly 
feels a ſoreneſs unknown to him who defends a doctrine 
ſanctioned by antiquity and general reception. This is 
eſpecially the caſe, when the rejection of his doctrine ſub- 
jects him to the character of a heretical innovator. Were 
Dr P. right in his conjecture, Juſtin Martyr muſt have felt 
in this manner, Unleſ we ſhall ſuppoſe that the majority 
of Chriſtians were far taore ignorant in his time, than af. 
terwards, 
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| thren, than to him. Without this meaſure, he could have 
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terwards, his ſo ſtrenuouſly aſſerting the Deity of Chriſt muſt 
have given as great, and as general offence, as it is ſappeſed 
to have done when Tertullian flouriſhed, Nay, according 


to the well-known principles of human nature, its greater 


novelty and fingularity muſt have greatly increaſed the ela - 
mour againſt this preſumptuous individual. To this we 
may add the circumſtance of there being many ſtill alive, 
who had = OMIA esd. Gene, taught by 
ſome of the apoſtles themſelves. 

But we need not loſe dne in abit eeaſoaing; How 
acrimonious foever Juſtin might be in diſputing with pre- 
tended Chriſtians who denied this doctrine, when arguing 
with an enemy to Chriſtianity in general, he had no more 
reafon for warmth on this, than on any other leading doc- 
trine, We find the ſame coolneſs on the part of Jullin, 
when Trypho flatly denies that Jeſus is the Meffiah. * 

But may it be ſaid, he ſpeaks with great acrimony of the 
Gnoſtics. There was, however, a peculiar reaſon for this. 


As they were called Chriſtians, their doctrines and practices 


expoſed all who bore this name to great reproach, both from 
Jews and Gentiles. Trypho expreſsly derives ſome of his 
objections to the truth of Chriſtianity from this quarter. 
As the Gnoſtics denied the God of the Jews to be Su- 
preme, as they proceeded ſo far in blafphemy as to call him 
an evil being; while Jews might apprehend that they were 
acknowledged as Chriftians, and might even fuſpe that 
others were tinctured with the fame impious opinions, it 
muſt have been a great obſtacle to their converfion, and a 
great reproach to- the Chriſtian name. Tt was, therefore, 
indiſpenſably incumbent on ſuftin, in the ſtrongeſt terms to 
diſown all connexion between Chriftians in general and 
theſe heretics ; and, if poſſible, to convince the Jew, that 
their principles were no leſs odious to himſelf and his bre- 
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no rational hope that any thing he might advance in this 
conference, would ae the flightelt eee eee 
of Trypho, in favour of Chriſtianity, + 

But there was by no means the ſame neceſſity; for firong 
language in ſpeaking of thoſe who denied the Deity of 
Chriſt. Juſtin knew abundantly well that many of the 
Jews of that age expected a human Meſſiah, and that the 
contrary doctrine was a great obſtacle to their believing in 
Jeſus. If riothing, however, but hard words will - pleaſe 
our author, in proof of the antiquity and general reception 
of a doctrine, it may be afterwards in our power to ſerve 
him up a morſel of theſe, prepared even by this gentle 
innovator. | 
Dr P.'s third argument contains a preſumption ſtill ſtrong- 
er, if well-founded. © He (Juſtin) talks of not being 
« gyerborne by the authority of any number of men, even 
* his fellow-Chriſtians, but would adhere to the words of 
« Chriſt, and the ſenſe of ſcripture ; which is a ſtyle almoſt 
e peculiar to thoſe whoſe opinions are either quite novel, 
or at leaſt not very prevalent.” The fourth and laſt ar- 
gument may be connected with this. The phraſe, * Nei- 
* ther do I agree with the majority of Chriſtians who may 
have objected to my opinion, which is nearly the moſt 
« literal rendering of the paſſage (though I would not be 
* underſtood to lay much ſtreſs on that circumſtance) will 
* naturally be conſtrued to mean that the majority actually 
« did make the WM, or that h 
might make it 5.“ 

Our author pretends to lay little ſtreſs on the circum- 
ſtance laſt mentioned, and afterwards informs us that he 
can very well ſpare the paſſage altogether, thinking that 
de has evidence enough of his general poſition without 
* it.” But many readers will be perſuaded that he lays 


» Vol. iii. p. 263. 
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confiderable treſi on it; as he has ſucceſlively - tortured 
one particular expreſſion into three different forms, to make 
it fit the diſtorted mould of his own hypotheſis. But 3 
few pages before, it is rendered; With them I do not 
agree, nor ſhould I do ſo, though ever ſo many, being of 
the ſame opinion, ſhould urge it upon me, Here it 
aſſumes a very different appearance: Neither do I agree 
„ with the majority of Chriſtians, may have objected 
« to my opinion.” The laſt, he ſays, is nearly the moſt 
\& literal rendering.“ Had it been faid, that it is © nearly 
the moſt literal zzver/fion of the meaning,” it would have 
been much nearer the truth. It is aſtoniſhing, that Dr P. 
ſhould obſerve any word in this clauſe, which could ſuggeſt 
the idea of objefing. Nor is it leſs aſtoniſhing that, in the 
courſe of one chapter, he ſhould give two verſions of the 
ſame paſſage ſo different from each other, that the wrging 
of one opinion is metamorphoſed into an obiãect ion to its op- 
poſite; and that what firſt aſſumes the form of a poſſible 
futurity, ſhould afterwards appear as poſlibly paſt. 

This paſſage has been ſtrangely mangled by Socinian writers 
of late. Mr Lindſey tranſlates the introduction, Ka: yay not 
Tivic, „ iNet, ano TE nut TIDY YaUus, « There are ſome friends 
of mine amongſt us Chriſtians,” tc +. | 

The Socinians of the laſt century, though they begun to 
nibble at this paſſage, did not perceive where the great 
ſtrength of their argument lay. They had not attained to 

ſuch kill in the uſe of ancient teſtimony ; nor could they 
tranſlate with ſuch dexterity. It never occurred to them, 
that the nazoTo, the majority, were their own good friends. 
They ſeem to haye thought this the moſt /itera/ rendering : 
„To whom I afſent not; no, though very many of the 
* Ibid. p. 279. 
i Apology, p. 160. Burgh's Inquiry, p-. 96, 9 
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« {ame opinion with me ſhould ſpeak it, fince we are com- 
« manded,” Ce“. | 
Buy the learned writer in the pleated FS: of the. 
Monthly Review, this paſſage was rendered; To whom 
« I could not yield my aſſent; no, not even if the majority 
« of Chriſtians ſhould think the ſame :“ or in other 
words, With whom I do not agree; neither could I, al- 
though the major part had adopted the ſame opinion g.“ 
With due reſpe& to the ſuperior judgment of others, I 
would beg leave to ſuggeſt that the meaning of theſe words, 
wor Tokagarrsg, has not hitherto been ſufficiently attended to 
in this controverſy. The Engliſh Unitarians of the laft 
century ſeem to have been fully convinced of their force, 
They moſt probably appeared to them as an unſurmounta- 
ble obſtacle to any claim to the . The following, 
ſeems to me the moſt natural tranſlation :- * With whom I 
do not agree: nor would the majority, who are of the 
i ſame opinion with me, afſert ſuch things,” Tec. | 
Thus, Juſtin not only gives his own judgment, but that 
of thoſe with whom he held communion ; as it is natural 
to ſuppoſe he- would, and as he indeed does on other occa- 
fions, during this conference. Thus alſo, his language has 
a determinate meaning, perfectly in point, without the aid 
of any ſupplement. And ſurely we ought never to ſup» 
poſe an ellipſis, when it is unneceſſary, eſpecially where the 
ſenſe is more ſimple without it. i 
This appears to me not ncarly, but abſolutely, the moſt 
literal reading. Our author, indeed, from his peculiar mode 
of expreſſion, ſeems conſcious that he had left room for 
R ſomething 
* The Faith of One God, who is only the Father: Tract v. Teſk- 
monies of Irenzus, &c. p. 10. 
+ Rev. for June 1783. 
} Rev. for Sept. 1783. 


+ of the Din, Bs Vl 
tomethisg of this kind, by tearing- awiy ue from Ness 
ric, he has given the words a ſenſe directly contrary to that 
which is obvious. He has converted an Ant into an ob- 
jection. It muſt be evident to every one, who is in the 
leaft acquainted with the language, that the pronoun and 
verb are Ry anne with each other, and both 
with TANGTH, 

T ſhall not urge that the . added, being expreſſed in 
the plural, is evidently meant by the Martyr to account, 
not merely for his own oppoſition to the Unitarian doc- 
rine, but for that of the majority : © Since joe are com- 
© manded,” Cc. Trypho's reply incontrovertibly ſhews 
that this is the true meaning. According to the Doctor's 
verſion it is; They who ſay that Jeſus was a man, and 
that he became Chriſt by election, ſeem to hold a doc- 
« trine more credible than yours.” From this tranſlation, 
one would naturally conclude that Trypho referred to the 
opinion of Juſtin as an individual; eſpecially as the pre- 
ceding ſentence is made to repreſent the oppoſite opinion 
as that which was adopted by the major party. But our 
author is here chargeable with an important omiſſion. For 
the words of the Jew reſpect the opinion of others agree- 
ing with Juſtin. He ſays; © They who aſſert that Jeſus 
© was born a man, and anointed by election, and made 
« Chriſt, ſeem to me to ſay ſomething more credible than 
&« what is ſaid by you who affirm theſe things which bon 
« ſpeakeſt *.” 80 far is Trypho from underſtanding the 
preceding words of Juſtin as containing an infinuation that 
his opinion was contrary to the general and prevailing one, 


® Kar © TevÞur, w_ tet Neveo, T9, 0 q, 
YEyoveral autor, xa: nar tren RN e, xa Xeweroy yrrornes, 
Tilavwrigey vuwr Ayu TW TaUTE WAL mY _— _ 
p-. 268. +8 v3 xa 


ai * ; - - 
—_— N 
a Coe — - 2 : * * — - — 
22 2 we — 2 * N 


P 
- —— 
N N 


r EST nnd ST” 7 


—— —à—q0—! — 
8 —— 
— » ww 


n - * 
* * 


— Woes — 
r 
— — 


chr. «© of Jun Marr. 369 


that be evidettly ſpeaks of it as nowiſe” incommon. © © 


Therefore, he makes a remarkable tranſition from the plu- 
ral to the ſingular. Indeed, the laſt words of the ſentence 
evidently refer to thoſe with which Juſtia had concluded the 
preceding addreſs. Tan ——Twv Tavre e PP,A4N .. is un- 
doubtedly a reduplication upon Juſtin's A cer. Both ex- 
preſſions denote the ſame perſons, and both refer to; «297%, 
the greatefl part, as oppoſed to 11+, ſome, But our author 
ſeems to have thought it prudent to overlook this ſtriking 
periphraſis. | 
In his Hiſtory of Corruptions, he throws a moſt unme- 
rited aſperfion on Juſtin Martyr, when he ſays; © This 
« writer even ſpeaks of his own opinion of the pre-exiſt- 
« ence of Chriſt, —as a doubtful one, and by no means a 
« neceſſary article of Chriſtian faith *.” As a proof of the 
juſtneſs of this aſſertion, he cites the words preceding theſe 
which we have already conſidered : © Jeſus may ſtill be 
the Chriſt, although I ſhould not be able to prove that 
he pre-exiſted as God,” Fc, It has been juſtly obſerved 
in reply, that we are to underſtand the words of Juſtin on- 
ly as a momentary conce ſſion of what he would not pre- 
ſently urge; as he was arguing with a Jew, © whom he 
% chiefly aimed to convince of the general doctrine * 
« Chriſt's being the Meſſiah,” Wc +. 
It muſt he evident to any one who will be at the trouble 
of reading the works of Juſtin, that he frequently expreſſes 
himſelf in the language of Conceſſion, gradually to lead on 
his antagoniſt, or his reader; when he has no deſign to give 
up the point, but to reſume it after proving what is pre- 
viouſly neceſſary. Of many inſtances I ſhall mention one 
only. When reaſoning with Trypho, concerning the dig- 
nity of Chriſt, from his appearing to Abrabam with two 
Vol. II. A a angels, 


| ®#Vul. i. p. 276. I Month, Rev. Sept. 183, p. 231. 


angels, he ſays; „ Though 1 ſhould not be able to ſhew 


* you from the ſcriptures, that one of theſe three is called 
„both God and Angel, from his declaring, as I have alrea. 
&« dy ſaid, to whomſoe ver God the Creator of the univerſe 
« pleaſes, the things concerning him; yet it were proper 


for you to think ſo of this very one, who appeared on 


* earth in the likeneſs of man to Abraham, in the ſame 
„manner as the two angels who accompanied him; and 
© who was God before the foundation of the world *,” 
Shall we hence conclude that he * ſpeaks of his own opi- 
e nion as“ in this inſtance a doubtful one?“ If we do 
ſo, we ſhall find that the inference is falſe. For he after- 
wards reſumes the argument, and proves that Chriſt re- 
ceives the name both of a Meſſenger and of God +. 
Trypho himſelf did not put this violent conſtruction on 
the language of Juſtin, For we find him, a little below, 


propoſing a queſtion which be muſt have deemed entire!y 


prepoſterous, had he imagined either that Juſtin heſfit...ed 
in his opinion, or that he did not reckon the doctrine of 
the deity of Chriſt “a neceſſary article of the Chriſtian 
faith.“ For he ſays, © Anſwer me firſt, how you can 
« prove that there is another God beſide the Creator of this 
% univerſe,” Sc. In this manner he ſpeaks of the deity 
of Chriſt, For the objection unjuſtly derived from the u- 
nity of the divine nature, as if the doctrine of a plurality 
of perſons deſtroyed it, is no new diſcovery, but may be 


' traced up to the earlieſt ages of Chriſtianity, and claims its 


origin from thoſe who ſaid they were Jeus and were not, 


but were of the ſynagogue of Satan. 
It is evident from this queſtion, that Trypho * b 
Juſtin ſo confirmed in his opinion as to make it a firlt prin- 


ciple; and that he could not reaſon with him about other 


things till there was ſome ſolution of the difficulty arifing 
A ; f mn 


* Dial. p. 276. | + w. p. 281. 349. 356, 357- 
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in his mind from this doctrine. Therefore be ſays, An- 


« ſwer me fir.” Strange, indeed, that an unbelieving Jew 


ſhould do greater juſtice to the ſentiments of this venerable 
Chriſtian, than a profeſſor of the ſame religion. But Try- 
pho could gain nothing, by wilfully milrepreſeacng the 
doctrine of Juſtin. . 

It could eafily be proved that there never was a FR: 
more unjuſtly exhibited againſt any writer. Not only 
does Trypho repeat the ſame objection in the courſe of his 
reaſoning, as being fully convinced that Juſtin was conſirm- 
ed in the belief of the deity of Chriſt ; but the latter, in 
his reply, informs him that he could produce arguments 
for it from Scripture, © which would not require any ex- 
« plication, but only a hearing *.” Then he proceeds to 


ſhew that it was Chriſt who appeared to Abraham at 


Mamre. Indeed, he proves the deity of Chriſt by ſuch cogent 
arguments, (the ſame that are ſtill uſed in the defence of 
this doctrine) and with ſuch warmth, that one is under the 
neceſſity of concluding, either that Dr P. when he brought 
this charge againſt Juſtin, had not himſelf read the dia- 
logue, or that he flattered himſelf that no other would read 
it. 

The inference deduced from the manner iu which Juſtin 
ſpeaks of tlioſe who denied this doctrine, as r. amo Tu nus- 
reien yereog, certain of our kind,” is as unnatural as it 
would be to conclude that becauſe one, in our own time, 
in addreſſing Jews, Mahometans or heathens, ſhould ſpeak 
of thoſe who denied the deity of Chriſt under the general 
name of Chriſtians, he therefore did not confider them as 
heretics. Juſtin uſes a very general word. Becauſe of 
their profeſſion of the Chriſtian name, he ſpeaks of them 
as of the ſame genus. But he pronounces them to be ſpe- 
cifically different from the majority. 


Aa 2 | But 
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But this charge againſt Juſtin is not new. Epiſcopius 
long ago ſtepped forth as his accuſer ; and the falſity of his 
_ accuſation was fully proved by the judicious and learned 
Biibop Bull. His conjecture concerning theſe words urg 
ywex;, ſeems highly probable. He ſuppoſes that it ought to 
be vurrige, your race: firſt, becauſe, through the whole of 
this Dialogue, y:v0; is uſed ſtrictly to denote a nation; and 
ſecondly, becauſe the Ebionites, here deſcribed, were ftill 
Jews, as adhering to the ſynagogue. 1 would preſume to 
add, that the very expreſſion, vue eee, is uſed by Juttin, 


in the preceding page, to denote the Jewiſh nation &: and 
that Trypho, in his reply, not only prefers the opinion of 
| thoſe who believed Chriſt to be a mere man, but ſpeaks as 
if the former words had reſpeQed thoſe of his nation; 
For we all believe that Chriſt will be a man born of man.“ 
By the way, we may obſerve that, from this expreſſion, 


our author even ventures to predict the future faith of the 
Jews. It © ſhews,” he ſays, © in what light the Jews will 
&« always confider any doctrine which makes Chriſt to be more 
than a man +.” As all the unbelieving Jews of that age 


| alſo expected a temporal Saviour, may not Dr P. with e- 


qual ſafety foretell that thoſe of this nation will never be- 
heve in any other? | 

Dr P. himſelf, though he formerly tranſlated ye; pre 
fron f, now renders it race. But it is with a defign to ex- 
tend his evidence; as he underſtands it of Gentile Unita- 
rians, and would thence infer, that the majority of theſe 
were of a different opinion ftom Juſtin, But this reſtric- 
tion of his language can be of no ſervice to our author, as 
the foundation 1s falſe. 

In his new work, he ſeems to abandon the idea that 

Juſtia 
#* Trypho uſes the axproion „treu yeveo; concerning his own nation. 
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Juſtin © ſpeaks of his own opinion as a doubtful one.“ 
But he ftill aſſerts that the paſſage formerly confider- 
ed © has all the appearance of an apology for an opinion 
different from that, which in his time was commonly re- 
ceived on the ſubject . However, this vain imagination 
reſts on theſe grounds, the inſufficiency 5 which we have 
already proved. | 

But independently of this paſſage, the whole of the Dia- 
logue with Trypho muſt, to a candid reader, afford the 
ſtrongeſt preſumptive evidence, that the doctrine of the divi- 
nity of Chriſt was indeed that of believers in general, that 
it was conſidered as fundamental, and that thoſe were not 
accounted true Chriſtians who denied it. We cannot other- 
wiſe account for Juſtin's enlarging ſo ninch, and reaſoning 
ſo earneſtly in defence of this doctrine, (as it is undoubtedly 
the principal ſubject of the Dialogue) while he knew that no 


other could be ſo diſagreeable to Trypho and his friends. But 


were it true, as Dr P. has aſſerted, that juſtin was con- 
ſcious that his opinion was novel, and not received by the 
generality, that it needed an apology, that he did not rec- 
kon thoſe who differed from him heretics, but joined in 
cammunion with them; we muſt ſuppoſe either that he 
wiſhed to harden them in their prejudices, though he pro- 
feſſes his earneſt defire of their converſion. or that he was 
totally unfit for argument, as being deſtitute of the leaſt 
ſhare of common prudence. 
Although Dr P. thould perſiſt in his own conſtruction of 
the diſputed paſſage, he cannot do ſo, without ſuppoſing 
that the Martyr deliberately told and committed to writing 
a groſs falſchood. For in that very paſſage, he plainly aſ- 
ſerts the Unitarian tenets to be © the doctrines of men,“ 
and oppoſes them to“ what was taught by the prophets, 
* and by Chriſt himſelf,” It cannot be ſaid that here he 
Aa3 gives 
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_ divinity was novel, eſpecially if he had the chief hand in 
Introducing it, he could not well be a ſtranger to its novel- 


ty. If Chriſt, or his apoſtles, taught another dodrine, he 
muſt have known that this was the caſe. Thus, it muſt 
either be granted, that the primitive church believed the 
Son to be God, or the character of a faithful witneſs muſt 
be denied to this venerable writer, who re/ifked unto blood. 
Notwithſtanding the clear eyidence that has been pro- 
duced by various writers, that Dr P., in his Hiſtory of Cor- 
ruptions, has miſrepreſented Juſtin Martyr, he again takes 
notice of the reſpeci with which that writer treats the U- 
nitarians, and ſtill urges his not mentioning them as Bere- 
tics *, On this head, he quotes two paſſages. Conſidering 
the texture of our author's arguments, it might be a ſuffi- 


cient reply, that as Juſtin mentions a book he had written 
againſt all ſects and herefies, it is more than probable that he 


has given them their proper character there, But as the 
Doctor ſeems to reſt his proof as to Unitarians not being 


| accounted heretics in the time of Juſtin, on the two paſſages 


quoted, it may be neceſſary to confider them. 

In the firſt paſſage, he replies to an objection made by | 
Trypho to the truth of Chriſtianity, from the lives of its 
proteſſors. I know that many,” he fays, „who pre- 
« tend to be Chriſtians, eat the things ſacrificed to i- 


„ dols, and affirm that they receive no injury thereby f.“ 


Would it have been in point to have introduced the Unita- 
rians here? There was great propriety in Juſtin's mention- 


= ing the Gnoſtics eſpecially ; becauſe at this time their er- 


rors ſeem to have been ſpreading very extenſively, But 
we have no evidence that thoſe called Unitarians made any 
conſiderable figure, Dr P., notwithſlanding all bis violent 


oy efforts, 
* Ear. Opin, vol. i. p. 269. iii. p. 286. 


t Dial. p. 253. ſec. auct. 208. Vol. i. p. 279. 
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efforts, cannot prove that, in the age of Juſtin, they were 
more than the rwy, certain perſons, But the Gnoſtics con- 
ſidered as heretics, were Tau, many ; as Juſtin declares in 
this paſſage, according to the Doctor's acknowledgment. 
But as Trypho's objection is founded on practice, not on o- 
pinion, we have another argument for the more partieu- 
lar mention of Gnoſtics; for all. ancient writers charge 
them with groſs immorality. In this point of view, our 
author will not pretend that it would have been proper to 
introduce the Ebionites, though viewed as heretics. 3 

Befides, a particular practice is ſpecified by Trypho, ; 
which was peculiarly ſtumbling to thoſe accuſtomed to the 
bondage of the law; and from which all in communion 
with the church are faid to have abſtained, as long as hea- 
theniſm was the religion of the empire. 

Irenæus exhibits the very charge, which . Try- 
pho's objection, againſt the Valentinians. They pretend 
(chat they are no wiſe injured by thoſe groſs actions in 
« which they are engaged. Wherefore, without fear they 
do all theſe things which are forbidden. For they freely 
eat the things offered to idols, not reckoning themſelves . 
« defiled by them: and they are the firit to run to every 
4 feaſt of the heathen, celebrated in -honour of idols; ſo 
that none of them abſtain from the bloody ſhews of the 
« gladiators, which are hateful both to God and man . 
Marcion himſelf is ſaid by Tertullian to have been caſt out 
of the church for defiling a virgin: and his opinions were 
ſuch as tended to ſap the very foundations of morality ; for, 
according to Irenzus, he afſerted that Cain, the Sodomites, 
the Egyptians, and others chargeable with the moſt abo- 
minable fins, were lived; but that Abel, Seth, Enoch, 
Noah, Abraham, the Patriar hs and Prophets were exclu- 

＋aAa 4 | ded 
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ded from ſalvation . The Bafilideans allowed fornication 
and poly gamy +. Though ſome ſpeak favourably of Baſi- 


lides himſelf, it is granted that he “ affirmed it to be law- 
ful for Chriſtians to conceal their religion, to deny Chrift 


'  & when their lives were in danger, and to partake of the 


« feaſts of the Gentiles inſtituted in conſequence of the ſa. 
“ erifices offered to idols 1. Saturninus was an enemy to 
marriage (. Thus, all the heretics heye mentioned by ſuſ- 


tin, erred as to morals : and the particular notice which he 


takes of them, correſponds with the nature of Trypho's ob- 
jection. However much Juſtin was convinced that the E- 
bionites were heretics, it would have been abſurd to intro- 
duce them here; unleſs he had meant to exhibit the ſame 


charge againſt them as Epiphanius, that * virginity and 


« chaſtity were totally prohibited among them .“ 

The Martyr, it muſt be acknowledged, in his reply, 
takes a more ample range than the Jew: as he mentions 
ſome who taught not only to do, but to ſpeak things athe- 


 f/tical and Blaſphemous. But the Doctor has not yet diſpro- 
ved what was aſſerted by his learned critic *, that the cha- 


racter of thoſe that were blaſphemers of the God of Abra- 
ham, who according to Juſtin was the Son, naturally be- 
longs to Unitarians. His own tranſlation proves this. For 
if „ ſome taught to blaſpheme the Chriſt, and the God of 
“Abraham, Iſaac and Jacob, in one way, and others in 
another; Juſtin muſt have included Ebionites.” For 
while Gnoſtics blaſphemed the God of Abraham in one 
way, making bim inferior to the Supreme, or even calling 
him an evil being; Ebionites did ſo in another, as they 
blaſphemouſly denied that Chriſt was the God of Abra- 
ham, and fang be that he was a man born of man.” 


flren. lib. i. e. 29. + Ib. lib i. c. 32. 
{$ Moſheim, Cent. 2. p. 2. c. 5. $ Tren. lib. i. c. 22. 
I Her, zo fed. 2. Monthly Review for January 1784. 
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| But is there not another character of Unitarians included 
in this deſcription? — * Enemies to the worſhip of Jeſus, 
| *« confeſſing him in name only. As in the Doctor's flrſt 
quotation of this paſſage, he left out the Chriſt,” before 
« and the God of Abraham,” Oc. not affording in his 
tranſlation a fingle hint to the unlearned reader as to the 
perſon really meant by Juſtin ; he alſo, as Dr Horſley ob- 
ſerves, ſuppreſſed the clauſe concerning the worſhip of 
this adorable Perſon. In his large work, however, both 
expreſſions appear in their proper place. But ſtill he ſup- 
preſſes the true meaning of the laſt, rendering it, who, 
* inſtead of reverencing Jeſus, confeſs him in name only.“ 
It is evident that Juſtin ſpeaks of Jeſus, as the object of re- 
ligious worſhip. Not to urge that confeſſion itſelf, when re- 
ſpecting a perſon as its object, is a ſolemn act of worſhip; 
the term, employed by Juſtin, is that which he elſewhere 
uſes to denote the true worſhip of God 4,” that © wor- 
++ ſhip of one God which the ſacred writings teach f. We 
do not find, that he ever uſes it to ſignify the reverence due 
to a creature, but alwayy that worſhip given, either to the 
true God, or to idols as falſely beheved to be gods. There- 
fore, with him it. frems n "ths: dew of 
Deity. 

This, then, is the concluding article of the charge exhi- 
bited by Juſtin againſt theſe men of whom he had ſaid, 
„Wich none of whom,” av n (whether © blaſpheming 
the Chriſt, the God of Abraham, in one way, or in ants, 


* other) have we any communion, knowing them to ba 
* atheiſts and ungodly, unrighteous and lawleſs, and enb4_* * 


« mig, 
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* mies to the worſhip of Jeſus.” How favourable this quo- 
tation is to the caſe either of ancient, or of modern Unita- 
rians, let the world judge. Though_it were granted, that 
Juſtin had no eye to them, this article, which cloſes the 
indictment, ſhews' what he thought of ſuch men. 
In that very paſſage in which, according to our author's 
acknowledgment, Juſtin ſpeaks/of the Ebionites, though he 
does not expreſsly call them heretics, he gives them the 
ſame characters with unbelieving Jews. Trypho had ſaid; 
« To aſſert that this Chriſt pre-exiſted, being God before 
6 ages, but that he afterwards condeſcended to be born, be- 
* ing made man, not man of man, appears to me not only 
t parodox, but folly !” To this Juſtin replies; I know 
« that this diſcourſe ſeems paradoxical, and eſpecially to 
„ thoſe of your race, who have never had any inclination, 
_ * either to underſtand, or to do the things of God, but 
« thoſe of your teachers; as God himſelf exclaims againſt 
« you!” This is the very introduction to that paſſage, 
whence it is inferred that Unitarians were the majority, 
and that Juſtin ſpeaks of them with reſpbect. This ſentence | 
immediately precedes the favourite pafſage of our author. 
It is ſurely moſt natural to underſtand that expreſſion, a 

ru evo; vuerees, as denoting En who were W 
ly of the Jewiſh race. 

If this be refuſed, if it be urged that this refers to thoſe 
who continued Jews, yet the word, eſpec:ally, ſhews that he 
had an eye to others, to whom this doctrine ſeemed “ pa- 
« radoxical and abſurd!” And whoever they were, he 
formed the ſame opinion of them all, that they were ſuch - 
as had no inclination, either to underſtand, or to do the 
things of God.” This, then, is the great re with 
which Juſtin mentions theſe men. One would think he 
could ſcarcely have deviſed a worſe character for the grol- 
+ feſt heretics, But according to the learned Gentleman's 
mode 


Chap. II. of Tuſtin Mary, Ge. 379 


mode of reaſoning, though a writer of this age occaſionally = 
expreſſed his abhorrence at the doctrine of Socinians, de- 


ſcribing them as men who had no inclination either to know, 
or to do the will of God; if he did not ſomewhere expreſs- 
ly call them heretics, it might ſafely be inferred that he did 
not think them ſuch, nay, that he treated them with re- 
Jpett. 

The other paſſage brought by Dr P. to prove that Juſtin 
reckoned Gnoſties the only heretics, can be of as little uſe 
to him. For it contains a direct reply to a queſtion propo- 
ſed by Trypho, who wiſhed Juſtin to tell him truly, if 
Chriſtians believed that Jeruſalem would at length be re- 
ſtored, and Jews and Gentiles, with the Meſſiah, and the 
patriarchs and prophets, be gathered together there, Juſtin 
firſt declares that this is his own opinion, and that of many 
others. Then, that it was denied by two kinds of perſons ; 
firſt, by many true Chriſtians, holding © the pure and god- 
ly doctrine;“ and ſecondly, by ſome who were called 
Chriſtians, but were in fact © atheiſtical and ungodly he- 
« retics v. He mentions theſe as the very perſons he had 
deſcribed before, only adding a new character, that of their 
denying the reſurrection. This he introduces as intimately 
connected with Trypho's queſtion. For it muſt have plain- 
ly appeared, that no man who denied the reſurrection, 

could believe that ſcheme of reſtitution laid down by _ 
Jew. 

To what purpoſe would it have been to introduce new 
heretics here, whoſe doctrines did not, like thoſe of the 
Gnoſtics, lay them under a neceſſity of diſbelieving this? 
Who, but our author, would have ventured to ſay that 
Juſtin accounted none heretics, ſave the Gnoſtics, W 
others are mentioned on this occaſion ? | 


Dial. p. 306. 
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His laſt obſervation on this head is, that © it is after gi- 
4 vying an account of Simon, Menander and Marcion, 
« known Gnoſtics, and without any alluſion to Unitarians, . 
that Juſtin mentions his writing a treatiſe againſt all he · 
| & reſies . No one would think of anſwering theſe ob- 
ſervations as arguments, did they not come from ſuch a 
writer as Dr P., whoſe name with many will give weight 
to what he ſays. The argument now mentioned, though 
conſidered in the moſt favourable light, will turn either 
way. A Trinitarian might ſay; © Juſtin certainly rec- 
„ koned Unitarians heretics. For though he does not name 
them, he ſays he wrote a book againſt all hereſies. By 
% mentioning this to the Emperor, he inſinuates that it 
« was unneceſſary for him to particularize their names. 
* But as he had already given this character to the Gno- | 
6 ftics, had he accounted none heretics but them, he would 
not have ſaid that he had written a book againſt a// he- 
« refies, but againſt theſe which he had already mention- 
5 ad.” 

But there would have been no more propriety in men- 
tioning the Ebionites here, than in the paſſages already 
conſidered. Juſtin has a particular deſign, in taking notice 
of the Gnoſtics, For he is proving to the Emperor the 
unreaſonableneſs of perſecuting the Chriſtians. This he 
does, firſt, from many being permitted to © worſhip trees, 
« and rivers, and mice, and cats, and crocodiles ;“ and from 
its being the only objection to Chriſtians, that they would 
not join in ſuch impious worſhip. Secondly, becauſe the 
heathen in general were allowed to worſhip deities of the 
moſt infamous character, as Bacchus, Venus, Adonis, Ce. 
The prevalence of this worſhip he aſcribes to the power of 
devils. Thirdly, becauſe © after the aſcenſion of Chriſt, 
«the devils uſhered men into light, who called themſelves 

3 "—_ 


* Vol. i. p. 273. 
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. gods.” © So far,” ſays he, are they from being per- 
4 ſecuted by you, that they are reckoned worthy of ho- 
« nour.” Then he mentions Simon, who by his magical 
arts acquired the honour of deity at Rome; next, Menander 
his diſciple, who, he ſays, was alſo under the energy of 
© devils, and ſeduced many by magic.” Then, he men- 
tions Marcion as under the ſame influence. The concluſion 
of all is; That they are not perſecuted, nor deſtroyed by 
« you, for their doctrines, we are well affured.” | 

It is not the deſign of Juſtin to ſpeak of Gnoſtics, or any 
other pretended Chriſtians, under the formal idea of here- 
tics. But he ſingles them out, becauſe being wicked men, 
uſing magical arts, and acting, as he believed, by diabolical 
power, they were not only all exempted from ſuffering, but 
ſome of them even honoured as gods, by thofe very __m__ 
who perſecuted true Chriſtians v. 

Here, therefore, Juſtin could not have mentioned the | 
Ebionites with any propriety, unleſs he had meant to ſay + 
that they were exempted from perſecution as well as the 
Gnoſtics ; nay, that they were equally devoted to magical 
arts, and under the agency of devils. 

Dr P. ſums up his evidence in favour of the majority be- 
ing Unitarians in this manner; In ſhort, it appears that 
the ancient Unitarians entertained the ſame dread of the 
<« doctrine of the divinity of Chrift, that the Trinitarians 
&« of this day do of that of his ſimple humanity ; a proof 
that each of them had been brought up in the perſuaſion 
Jof the opinions they held, being the doctrine of their an- 
«+ ceſtors, and of the apoſtles 4.” That they would pre- 
tend to be afraid, offended, ſcandalized, there is no reaſon 
to doubt; for conſcience has ſtill been the pretence of the 
greateſt heretics. This proves nothing as to the antiquity 
of their doctrine. As little can it prove that they were 


braught 
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brought up in it. Doubtleſs, our author feels the ſame 
| pious dread at the doctrine of the holy Trinity. He will 
not, therefore, refuſe that he received the education of a 
Trinitarian, and that he * prayed conſcientiouſly,” and 
jn the ſerious ſimplicity of his heart, to all the three per- 
« ſons without diſtinction“ .““ 

One of the proofs on which this qheury is founded, is 
that Novatian ſpeaks of the Unitarians as ſcandalized at 
4 the doctrine of the divinity of Chriſt.” Dr P. quotes 
part of the ſentence in which the word ſcandalizare occurs. 
But as Novatian calls thoſe of whom he ſpeaks Beretici, 
and aſſerts that . they ſtruggled to draw away the contro- 
« verſy, in oppoſition to the truth of, the ſincere tradition 
« and Catholic faith ;” of what avail is their pretence of 
being offended, to prove that the majority of the Catholic 
church was Unitarian? Novatian reprefents theſe men as 
ſhrinking from the teſt of antiquity and univerſal conſent, 
- and flying to the pitiful refuge of the ne nature of the 
doctrine to their minds. 

But has that writer ſaid, without an y refiriQion, that v. 
nitarians were © ſcandalized at the doctrine of the divinity 
« of Chriſt,” as our author's language implies? He has 
mentioned thoſe, indeed, who aſſerted that Chriſt was mere 
man. But he at the ſame time mentions thoſe who were 
ſo firmly perſuaded of the divinity. of Chriſt, as to affirm 
that he was God the Father. This is evident from the ſen- 
tence immediately following Dr P.'s quotation +. 

Our learned author is ſo candid as to acknowledge that 
ſome of his friends think that the evidence he has pro- 

f | | « duced, 

Vol. i. p. 41. 

+ Tam enim illi qui Jeſum Chriſtum ipſum Deum Patrem dicunt, 


quam etiam illi qui hominem illum tantummodo eſſe voluerunt, &c. De 
Trinitate, c. 30. | 
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* hook 2 ante aces ts common Chri- 
<« ſtians, in the early ages, were fimply Unitarians, is not 

« ſatficient for the purpoſe *.” Particularly, it is their o- 
pinion that he has not proved, that thoſe mentioned by 
Tertullian were offended at the doctrine of Chriſt's pre-ex- 
iſtence. Perh»2s, the generality: of readers will think chat 
| he ought to have paid more reſpe& to the judgment of theſe 
honeſt friends, than to have hazarded, not merely his re- 
putation as a writer, but the reſpectability of the * he 
has eſpouſed, on ſo inſufficient a bottom. 

- But Dr P. bento. chin: ther te ann IS. 
objeQions by obſerving that, if there was any evidence 
« whatever, preſumptive or poſitive, of any Chriſtians in 
« thoſe ages believing the pre · exiſlence of Chriſt, and not 
« believing either with the Gnoſtics that he was a pre- ex- 
« iſtent Spirit ſuperior to the Creator of the world, or with 
4 the Platonizing Fathers, that he was the uncreated Logos 
of the Father, their objeftion might have ſome weight. 
« But there is no trace of any ſuch thing,, either among the 
&« learned, or the unlearned.” A mighty conceſſion, in- 
deed ! The learned Gentleman will pay ſo much reſpect to 
his friends, as to grant that their objection may have ſome 
weight, if they will inſure him that it ſhall not be thrown 
into the oppoſite ſcale. He muſt have a ſecurity that theſe 
common people were not Gnoſtics. For not only would 
they be of no ſervice to him, as he has granted that Gna- 
ftics were always accounted heretics; but their. exiſtence 
would prove that the doctrine of the pre-exiſtence of Chriſt 
was not ſo ſhocking to plain Chriſtians as Dr P. wiſhes it to 
appear. It would alſo follow, that the rude and /imple 
« faith, which the learned complained of, was not derived 
from the primitive Jewiſh converts t, according to the 

character 


Vol. iv. Append. p. 390. + Ib. p. 391, 392. 


* wi» 


— 


— 


—ͤ8—U—— — — —‚¶ꝗ X—ß 
— 


U tee re RR 
— — ”— = — 
— * —— O—— y—— . 
LF) . 
* 
4 "x ) 4 2 
1 F a 
* : 3 \ Jon. . 
c (>. 
5 * 
- * 1 K N a 
e . 
8 g 
1 * ; -5 2 
* * 
4 f 
7 : Sug 
—_ 8 Oo 
7 - 
* 
"ol 
A > 
% 


— . T?— —— —— a dens 
1 
— 


| 
. 
| 
ſ 
: 
7H 


* . 2 
5 . * 5 
1 4 : 1 * 
5 5 1 
p | 
* 


een gre f th lun op nr thr w heing th 
e cha 5 c 

E —— that they Bib wht Billow hui. 
e eee. For, in this caſe, they would ruin his 
cauſe. This is a clear proof, that our author judges of 
evidence, in this controverſy at leaſt, not according to 


itt abſtra@ value, but merely according to its particu- 


lar bias. If it 0 his warn 
regard. 
The fact ſeems to be, n i oo * 


2 theſe fmple believers were Arians, he will allow ſome 


weight to their objeftion. For he apprehends that they 


| could do him no injury. Therefore he adds; They cer- 
4 tainly did not reliſh the notion of Chriſt being the uncre- - 


« ated Logos, for that was part of the ſame ſyſtem with the 

« economy, and Trinity, at which they were fo much 
&« ſhocked; and. there is no mention whatever of any inter- 
«©. mediate kind of pre-exiſtence, ſuch as that of a created 
« Logos, till a much later period.” But what was the A- 


; rian doctrine of a created Logos, but a new modification of 
that of the Gnoſtics? Dr P. has acknowledged their aſſini- 
ty. But though ſome traces of Arianiſm could be found 


as early as the age of Tertullian, what could it avail our 
author? Muſt not this doctrine have appeared to the Am- 
plices credentium, as much oppoſed to the per ſonal monar- 


_ chy, as the Trinitarian ? Undoubtedly, they would have 


reckoned it more ſo. For while the Trinitarians always 


- proteſted that they admitted one God only, the Arians a- 
vowed a created God, eſſentially different from his Cre- 
ator , and yet entitled to worſhip... 


But why would Dr P. grant hes de s bi 


ttiends n 


could 
Vol. iv. p. 168. f Ibid, p. 214. 


Platoniſts, that is, Arians; unleſs be were convinced that. _ 


theſe ſomplices. ſeem, at leaſt, to have believed the pre-ex-" 


iſtence of Chriſt in, ſome ſenſe? By the utmoſt ſtreteh o 
charity, I cannot perſuade "myſelf that Dr P. is not con- 
ſcious that they did. As he is aſſured that there were none 


who held the Arian doctrine till a much later period, be * 
ought candidly to give that weight to the objection, which i 


tc would allow, if ancient hiſtory would bend to his wiſhes, 


For, independently of the convidtion implied in his conceſ- | 


| ion, it is incontrovertible, as has been formerly ſeen, from 
the connexion of the paſſage, nay, from the whole of that 
work in which Tertullian mentions ' theſe mp perſons, 


hile anxious to maintain their ideas of the unity, had 
they not been fully convinced of the true and ſupreme 
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Ou dae prcets, in the + chapter, * 2 


ſtate every objection he has yet met with to any 
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at chey not only "believed che pre-exiſtence of Chriſt, 
at held that he was perſonally one with the Father. 
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— i that founded. on ha e 
Euſebius, when, recording the. language of Caius the 
3 (as it is generally thought) in anſwer to the 
claim of antiquity made by Unitarians i in his time. They 
affirm,” he ſays, that all the primitive Chriſtians, and 
« the Apoſtles themſelves both received and taught theſe 
things which are ſpoken by them: and indeed, that the 
4 true preaching was preſerved even to the times of Vic- 
« tor, who was the thirteenth. biſhop of the city of Rome 
« from Peter.; hut that from the time of Zephyrinus, 
who ſucceeded Victor, the truth was adulterated. And 
perhaps, what they aſſert might appear credible, unleſs, 
in the firſt place, the holy Scriptures directly oppoſed 
« them. Then, there are the writings of certain brethren, 
prior to the age of Victor, which they have written in 
« defence of the truth, againſt the Gentiles and the here- 
«* tics of their own time. I mean Juſtin, and . *.264 
u and Tatian, and Clement, and many others beſides; 
all whoſe books the divinity of Chriſt is maintained. For or 
% who is ignorant of the writings of Irenæus, and Melito, 
« and the reſt, proclaiming Chriſt to be both God and man? 
Of which number are the Pſalms and Hymns compoſed 
by the faithful, in the earlieſt times, which celebrate 
« Chriſt the Word of God, aſcribing divinity to him. Since 
then, the eccleſiaſtical doctrine was preached ſo many 
&« years back, how can it be that a// even to the time of 
Victor have proclaimed that doctrine of which they 


60 « ſpeak? 


X *Y 


AP " hes tom . * 
ſpeak? How are they not aſhamed to frame ſuch falſehobds 
* concerning Victor, when they certainly know that Vie- 
© tor excommunicated Theodotus the currier, the chief 


« and parent of this God-denying "hereſy, being the firfk 


« that called Chriſt a mere man? For if Viftor, as they 
pretend, was perſuaded of the truth of their blaſphemous 
« doctrine, how did he caſt out Theodotus, the inveritor of 
« this hereſy #2” | OW, 3 
That the pretenſions of the party have been always abun- 
dantly high, few will be diſpoſed to diſpute. Many, on the 
contrary, may be willing to throw, into the ſcale of antiquity, 
a few years more than Unitarians have thought of aſking. 
The firſt attack that was made on the Deity of Chriſt was, in- 
deed, more modeſtly expreſſed than many that have been made 
fince. That ancient herefiarch, to whom we refer, only 
infinuated a doubt of the doctrine: If thou be the Son of 
God, &c. All who have followed his plan have virtually 
had the ſame end in view, He wiſhed to ſet himſelf up 
as the object of worſhip. And what elſe do Unitarians 
propoſe. They wiſh to be as gods. They ſcorn the my- 
| flery of godlineſe, God manifeſt in the fleſh, becaule they 
ſacrifice to their own reaſon. . They reje& an Omnipotent 
Saviour, becauſe they idolize their own power, and vainly 
imagine that they can perform all that work which is pro 
per to him. "Re . 

But even in theſe early times, referred to by Euſebius, 
the pretenſions of the party were conſidered as vain boaſt- 
ings, nay,, roundly aſſerted to be © impious falſchoods.” It 
is amuſing, indeed, to obſerve the inconſiſtent conduct and 
retrograde motion of the friends of this hereſy. None 
pour greater contempt on authority and univerſal opinion 
than they generally do. Yet to {erve their own purpoſes, 
they diſcover as great anxiety as ever did the church of 
Bbz Rome 
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Rome to eſtabliſh the antiquity.and nalterſs] rocepting of 
heir tenets. But in proof of this univerſality, they have 
ſtill found it neceſſary to refer back to ſome diſtant wra, of 
which the numerous n in a thei N n. 
riſhed. 

» ON hen. in his 1 „„ 
ſage of Euſebius, not only charged him with apparent un- 

fairneſs in his treatment of theſe Unitarians, without ob- 
ſerving that he only quoted the language of another writer, 
but called Victor the ſucceſſor, inſtead of the predeceſſor, 
of Zephyrinus. Although, in his later work, he has given 
the latter his proper place, he has refuſed him his right 
name, calling him V:#ormus. This is what an ancient 

\ Roman would have called an unlucky paſſage to our author. 

For he ſtill ſtumbles in /imine. 

Before proceeding particularly to examine the evidence pro- 
duced by Euſebius, he enſures himſelf againſt receiving any 
damage by it. He ſhews that it can be of no avail, becauſe 
the writer is prejudged. * It has been ſeen,” he ſays, © that, 
by the general acknowledgment of the Fathers, and of 
© Euſebius himſelf, among the reſt, the firſt doctrine that 
« was taught by the apoſtles, was that of the fimple huma- 
© nity of Chriſt, and that his divinity was very little 
« known, till it was publiſhed by John, after the death of 
the other apoſtles. Euſebius, therefore, denying it in this 
e caſe, is not at all to be regarded,—unleſs he had brought 
<« ſome ſufficient proof to counteract that evidence . I 
have carefully examined the former part of the work, for 
this teſtimony of Euſebius which diſqualifies him from be- 
ing a witneſs in the preſent caſe, I can find only one paſ- 
ſage that can be ſuppoſed to be referred to. According to 
Dr P., Euſebius ſays, that · John began the doctrine of the 

divinity of n, that being reſerved for him as by 

m 


„Vol. iii. p. 298. 3 


* moſt worthy *.” Bax this i ny what Eaſe rely Gay: 
* Lake hving formerly delivered the genealogy of Chill 
* cording to the fleſh, this was properly omitted by John.” But 
does he add, that John began the dotFrine of the droanity ? 
His language bears ſomething very different. Having in 
Ne . e 
with the genealogy, and of Lake, in making it the preface 
to his hiſtory of Jeſus; be adds. concerning John, * But 
„he began from the theology,” or © doctrine of the divi- 
4 nity .“ To ſpeak of a writer beginning his book from 
or with a particular doctrine, is certainly a very different 
thing from ſaying that he began the doQrine itſelf. Thus, 
the credibility of Euſebius, as a witneſs, is no wile affected 
en ee | 
ſuffer, as an interpreter. 

Re eee 
of no weight, becauſe it was merely matter of opinion 
that they were againſt the Unitarians.” But did the cauſe | 
reſt as much on the writings of Juſtin or as on the 
holy ſcriptures, there is no reaſon to doubt that Unitarians 
would labour as earneſtly to avert the force of their teſti- 
mony, as they have done to deprive the ſacred writings of 
the ordinary ſenſe of language. Dr P. has obſerved this 
plan in various inſtances ; and his felow-labourer Mr Lind- 
fey boldly attempted to ſhew that all the writings of the 
three firſt centuries were Unitarian, 

But Dr P. endeavours to invalidate the teflizacny of En- 
ſebius from the conſideration of his appealing to no writer 
before Juſtin, He conſiders this as an evidence that he 
B bZ3 could 


* Vol. iii. p. 127. | 
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could not carry the antiquity of the doctrine 17 higher, 
Our author, howeyer, ought to have obſerved that, in this 
proof, Kuſebius his two objects in view. Like moſt 
the fathers, indeed, he is not a flave to method. But he 
evidently means to anſwe? two allegitions of the Unita⸗ 
rians, One of theſe was, that * all the primitive Chri- 
* ſtians and the apoſtles received and taught” their doctrine. 
The other, that © the truth was preſerved till the time of 

Vigor, but corrupted f mw that of bis ſucceſſor Zephy- 
| « rinus.“ 

To ſhew che falfity of 1 firſt, to appeals to the holy 
Scriptures. And furely, he could not appeal to any authority 
ſo proper for demonſtrating what was as debe and taught 
« by the primitive Chriſtians, and by the apoſtles,” who had 
been the very writers of theſe. But if this ſhould be object. 
ed to as © matter of opinion,” he refers to * the palms a 
« hymns com piſed by the faithful from the beginning.” | 

To prove the falfity of the ſecond allegation, he appeals 
to the writings of Chriſtians, older than the time of Vitor. 
There was no neceſſity for going farther back than the age 
of Juſtin. For as thoſe againſt whom Euſebius wrote, 
aſſerted that © the truth was preſerved till the time of Vic- 
© tor,” it was ſufficient for his purpoſe to prove that ſome 
Chriſtian writers, before Vitor, had maintained the contrary 
doctrine. Now, he was not bithop of Rome till the year 192 
or 194 1.“ But Juſtin began to write more than half a 
century earlier f. Had Euſebius gone no farther back than 
to lrenæus, it would have been a ſufficient anſwer to the 
charge. As the Artemonites maintaitied that all, before 
Victor, were Unitarians, had one writer only been produ- 
ced, it would have proved the falſity of it. Euſehius, 
however, produces a multitude of witneſſes, ſome of yon | 
long betore the time of Victor. | . 


Cave Hiſt. L iterar. Vol. i. p. 53, | 
{ Baron. Aunal. Vol. ii, p. 271. '4 Cave, Vol. i. p. 36. 


| But our author has thought proper to omit one ſentence, 
which contains the application of the argument. Since 
« then,” the ancient writer ſays, © the Eccleſiaſtical doctrine 
« was pteached ſo many years back, how can it be that all, 
even to the time of Victor, have proclaimed that doctrime 
« of which they ſpeak *?” Our author could not but per- 
ceive that, had Euſebius been fully heard, his language 
dene une -c, Ie erte CAT IO 
the preſent objection. 

Dr P., in A ibd-<herged Raadin och 
apparently acting a diſhoneſt part. He had ſaid, With 
4 ſach apparent unfairneſs, does Euſebius treat 'theſe Uni - 
4 tarians, as to ſay that Theodotus—was the firſt who held 
that our Saviour was a mere man . But the learned 
Gentleman has been ſo ſeverely attacked on this head, and 
gained ſo little honour, that he does not now venture, in 
2 to return to the charge. He will not, how. 

ever, entirely quit the field. But he provides himſelf with 
2 of champions who ſhall fight this battle for him. 
That his adverſaries may be more tender, he ſingles out 
two, whoſe orthodoxy has never been doubted. Theie are 
Biſhop Pearſon and M. Daiile, © Pearſon,” be ſays, 
' +. makes no difficulty of contradicting Euſebius in this caſe. 
« His opponent, M. Daille, having faid, / that account 
« be true, he replies, He knew very well chat, ſtrictly 
* ſpeaking, it was not true; for he knew many others; 
long before Theodotus, and not a few even pgs, 74 | 
* tius, who taught the lame hereſy . | 
As theſe worthy and learned men ſeem to have maker 
ſtood the paſſage in Euſebius, it is PAP true. But 
Bb 4 of 
® Hes ee tt Torovrer re XaTEAYy[ANatreu Tov Atlas 
Proar®,, whyxrra: Tovs exe. Bixroges ory; by eres Reyes 
»t&1gux5ra: 3 Hiſt. lib. 5. c. 25. | 
+ Hd. Corrupt. vol. i. p. 19. 


t Vindiciz, ap. Auct. Vol. uli. p. 300. Patr. Apoſtol. Vol. ii. Ad- 
dit. p. 35 c. vol. 2. 


” i 15 


* \ 
1 


1999 Of: Dr Pas Anſwers Bock VI. 


If they viewed ib as meaning that Theodlotus was abſolutely 
.the-firſt who held .this, dodtrine, they undoubtedly mifun- 
derſtogd ĩt. For there is no evidence: that this was the in- 
he had entirely forgot the partieular notice he bad. taken of 
the Ebionites in different places, or what he had faid of A- 
quila *, who flouriſhed long before Theodotus ? The ancient 
hiſtorian, only ſays that Theodotus Was the leatler aud 
parent of this God-denying apoſtacy.”.''The word arera- 

es clearly ſhews the ſenſe of che writer He does not 
ee e eee in the denial of the de- 
ity of Chriſt; but that he was the ſirſt, in communion with 
the church, who openly departed from the“ faith. Mhen de- 
:{cribing the Ebionites, he does not charge them with ap- 
ftaay; becauſe they were never conſidered as Chriſtiata, 
but claſſed with carnal Jews. He reſerves this accuſation _ 
for Theodotus. It may denote not only that he was the 
firſt who himſelf thus apoſtatized from the true faith, after 
having once embraced it; but that he was the firſt Who 
&d others, who had alſo been chureh-members, into this 
| impious doctrine. Therefore, he might be called the fra 
er and parent of this apoſtacy; becauſe there never had 
been a party of Unitarian ne * that e 
by hams ns 40; 

+ This is the true ** why our: i Abet ma 
, cd of Gentile Unitarians, in a ſtate of. ſeparation. from 
the Catholic church, till the time of Theodotus, when,” 
he ſays, © it is poſſible that, upon his excommunication, 
« ſo,uc of his more zealous followers might form themſelves 
into ſeparate ſocieties +.” Thence, he vainly infers that 
they were allowed to continue in communion, But if we 
prefer the teſtimony of ancient hiſtory to the unſupported 
ſuppoſitions of a modern writer, we may reſt aſſured that 


# Euf Hift. lib. 5. e. 8. + Vol. iii. p. 237: 
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the doctrine of che imple humanity. had never ben n 
by any church- member before Theodotus. 1 I 
Euſebius is not alone in this teſtimony... l 
. 
Preſcriptions, who ſays that Theodotus, , after being ap- 
* prehended (by the civil power) for the name of- Chriſt, 
« denied, and did not ceaſe to blaſpheme, him. For he 
« introduced that. doctrine, according to which he aſſerted 
4 that Chriſt was merely a man, and denied that he was 
4 God v. To him Epiphanius alſo ſeems to. aſcribe. the ori- 
gin of this doctrine, as avowed within the church. He in- 
forms us, that Theodotus invented it as his apology for deny - 
ing Chriſt. For he ſaid that he had not denied God, but man. 
Hence he perſiſted in aſſerting his doctrine, and the The- 
« odotians bad their origin from him, affirming that Chriſt is 
„a mere man +,” Epiphanius, indeed, calls the hereſy 
of Theodotus (azoonagua) © a branch of that of the 4% 
« gi.“ But he does ſnot mean that the former originated 
from the latter. For he extends the name Alagi to Unita- 
rians of every kind, and of every; age. Therefore, he 
maght call the Theodotian; hereſy a branch of that of the 
Alogi, although he knew. that the followers of Theodotus 
were the firſt Gentiles, who held Chriſt to be a mere man. 
The origin of this doctrine was every way worthy of the 
doctrine itſelf. He who, from fear of ſuffering, had de- 
nied the Son of God, was prepared for being. the per | 
and leader of ſuch an apoſtacy. A 


© Accedit his Theodotus hereticas Byzunnios, qui poſtea quam Chriſti 
pro nomine comprebenſus negavit, in Chriſtum blaſphemare non deſtitit. 
Doctrinam enim introduxit, qua Chtiſtum 2 tantummodd 42 
ret, Deum autem illum negaret. De Preſeript. c. 
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The appeal made by the anonymous author in Euſebius 
to * the pſalms and hymns written by the faithful fro the 
— — this author wrote, they 
were well known, and in all probability Mill ufed in the 
church. They ſeem to have been tlie ſanie that Pliny al. 
Hades to, in his epiſtle to Trajan, when, after giving an ac- 
count of the Chriſtians, he ſays; * They affirmed that this was 
an the amount of their crime or error, that they were wont 
1 on a certain day to aſſemble before it wus light, and to 
« fing an alternate hymn to Chriſt as God +) This was 
the worſt that the very apoſtates from Chriſtianity, to whom 
affrmabait' ſeems to refer, could fay of their former bre- 
thren. Bad enough too, may our author think. For as they 
carried matters thus far, had he been in Pliny's place, with 
his preſent ſentiments, he would not have paſſed a Teſs Te- 
vere cenſure on them, than that heathen, when he ſpeaks of 
their faith and worſhip as _ aids ans . r — 
4 perſtition 4.” Fa 200 
Dr P. produces two exceptions to e {rgatniint tiki 
uſe of theſe hymns. * The futility of theſe can be only af. 
eribed to the badneſs of the cauſe. No inference,” he 
ſays, (can be fafely drawn from them, becauſe dibinity 
may be aſeribed to perſons in very different ſenſes, and 
« ſome of them very innocent ones, eſpecially in the lan- 
* guage of portry t., That, in "the language uy 
* Affirmabant autem hanc fuiſſe a vel culpe ſuz, vel — 1 | 
quod eſſeut ſoliti ſtato die ante lucem convenire, carmeuque Chriſto qua- 
fi Deo dicere ſecum invicem. Plin. Epilt. lib. 10. ep. 9). The lan- 
guage of Pliny is almoſt a commentary on that of the apottle ; Speating 
ts your ſelves, or among yourſelves, that is, one to not ber, in pſalms aud 


hymns and ſpiritual jongs, finging and making awe Fo in your beart to | 
| the Lord. Eph. v. 19. 


I Nikhil aliud inveni, quam leises pravam et immodicam. I- 
Sid. 
t Vol. iii. p. 303. 


o 
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divinity hath been often aſcribed to the creature, will not 
| be refuſed.” But that it hath been as often impiouſly aſcri- 
bed, will be alſo acknowledged by all who have a Juſt ſenſe 
of the majeſty of God The quid/ibet audendi of a heathen 
poet is of no avail, when oppoſed to the language of the 
Supreme Being; My glory will I not give to another. He 
hath at times deigned to dignify creatures' with ſome of his 
names ; but always with reſpect to a delegation of his'own 
authority to them, and in connexion with other language 
expreſſive of their infinite diſtance. At any rate, God may 
uſe a freedom with his own names ar titles, which we have 
no right to uſe. Becauſe ſome in the madneſs of their poe- 
tical inſpiration, have dared to deify the creature, ſhall we 
' ſuppoſe that the primitive Chriſtians thought themſelves 
at liberty to do it? Can our author imagine that, in com- 
poſing their ſacred hymns, becauſe they were © the lan- 
« guage of poetry,” they would celebrate, a. God, one 
whom they believed to be a mere man; or make him the 
object of that worſhip, which, they knew, belonged ta 
God only? Could they have reckoned all this very inno- 
| cent? If this was the caſe, Dr P. may carry his account of 

the Corruptions of Chriſtianity, and eſpecially of the intro- 
' * duQtion of idolatry, higher than he has hitherto thought of 

doing. mbh 
Chriſtians, 

Bur our learned author fees the lame objeRt in very oppo- 
ſite lights, according to its various connexion. © When the 
Unitarian doctrine is not immediately in his eye, he ſeems 
to have the ſtricteſt ideas of the rights of deity. Thus, 
when ſpeaking of the latter times of the Goſpel, he ſays; 
In this new condition of the world, there may ftill be 
+ kings, but they will be no longer ſovereigns, or ſupreme 
« lords, no human beings to whom will be aſcribed ſuch 

# titles as thole of moſt ſacred, or moſt excellent majeſty. 

There 


— 64. 4 eg 


- 


® There will be no more fuch a profanation of epithets, be- 
* longing.to God only, by the application af them to mor 
tak like ourſelves . How can that be. very innocent in 
ene. caſe, which is profanation in another, when the perſons 
concerned are on a level as to nature? How can Jeſus, if a 
zaman being, a mortal like our ſelves, be the object of praiſe 
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Gad, mn 


10 God only 2 . 


7 re n of theſe hymns, 


* as the hiſtorian has not mentioned the age of them, it is 
very poſlible, for any thing that appears to the contrafy, = 
that they might have been thoſe very hymns which were 

rejected by Paulus Samoſatenſis on account of their no- 
„ rvelty.” The hiſtorian bas mentioned the age of them 
in the moſt. expreſs. terms. For he dates them from. the 
beginaing. This is far ſtronger than if he had aſſigned them 
to any particular year. I agree with Dr P. in ſuppoſing 
that they were * thoſe very hymns. which were rejected 
* by Paulus.“ The Hiſtorian gives the ſame deſcription of 


them, in his account of this heretic: He ſet alide the 


+ plalms to our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, as if they had been com- 
« poſed in later times, and by men of no antiquity +.” But 


-s his rejection of theſe, under the pretence of novelty, ava- 


d objeQion to their antiquity? With equal propriety might 
we ſuftain the objections of infidels to the prophecies of Da- 


niel, &c. It was the intereſt of Paulus to make this pre- 


tence. His ſhocking pride was one feature, in which he 


_ diſcovered fo great a-reſemblance of the father of a lie, 
- that he would be ſanguine indeed, who would ſubſcribe to 


his 

| ie Burke, Let. 3. p. 148. 

4 aH . 265 £64 64g Tor Kugiov ws lyoovy Xgcore? Taboaus, 

e On riaTigevs kal teriger dg ouyſpappars. Hiſt. lb. 7. 
c. 95 p. 362. 


his teſtimony. | — 3 


real deſign of derogating from the honour due to the Son 1 


God. When he prohibited theſe pſalms addreſſed to. Je, 
ſus, he © employed women to fing pſalma, in the midſt of 
« the church, in honour of himſelf, —He alſo permitted the 
<« biſhops and preſbyters, who were | his ſycophantiſh;adhe- 
rents, to harangue concerning him in their diſcourſes to 
« the people.” Although he © denied, that the Sow of 
« God had deſcended from heaven, he allowed thoſe who 
fung theſe pſalms, and preached theſe diſcourſes, to de: 
*_ Clany , hat he r 

« heaven .“ 
| Whether, therein, afl.ne. lain chain 
Euſebius, or of this man, who was lzfted up with, pride # 
We know that ſuch a witneſs is rejected by the Spirit of 
God. Bebold, bis ſoul, which is lifted up, is not upright in 
him. The queſtion, indeed, concerning the / antiquity of 
theſe pſalms, does not lie between Euſebius and Paulus; 
but between the latter and all the biſhoys, preſbyters and 
others, who joined in his condemnation. For the paſſage 
referred to is an extract from the ſynodical epiſtle ; as ap- 
pears both from Euſebius, and from Nicephorus +. | 
Dr P.'s exception to Pliny's account is equally trifling. 
« As to this writer,” he ſays, © if he had been told that 
« hymns were ſung by Chriſtians in honour of Chriſt, he 
*« would naturally imagine that they were ſuch hymns as 
* had been compoſed in honour of the heathen gods, who 
« had been men.” Pliny's own ideas cannot affect the fat. 
He was not a man who aſſerted things on flight grounds. 
He examined both thoſe who were, and thoſe who had been, 
Chriſtians, Whatever notions he might entertain concern- 
1 | ing 


* Fuf, Hiſt, ibid. 
+ Euf, Hift. ibid. Niceph. lib. 6, e. 30- p. 424, 425 
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ing our Lord, he undoubtedly conſidered when as the object 


15 of religious worſhip to his followers. He was fatisfied, af- 


ter the ſtricteſt inquiry, that they ſung a hymn to Chriſt 


as God. Whether he imagined that Chriſt was confider- 
n ed—as the Supreme God, or as a pre-exiſtent Spirit, the 


_ fa, eee er eee mne 


| What the heathen gods Bad Been, is of little avail. Al- 
though it ſhould be ſuppoſed that, in Pliny”s idea, theſe 
hymns were fuch as had been compoſed i in honour of the 
gods; it would not alter his opinion of the conduct of Chri- 
ſtians. Whatever Pliny, or others, might imagine with 
reſpect to the former ſtate of their deities, they undoubted- 
Iy knew that, as thus addreſſed in ſacred hymns, _ were 
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SECTION HI. 


Of the 2 Excommunication of Theodotus by Viftor. 


D* P. acknowledges that the moſt plauſible argument a- 


gainſt the antiquity of the Unitarian doctrine, is drawn 
from this circumſtance. Therefore, he tries every me- 
thod, which ingenuity can ſuggeſt, to evade the force of it. 
He finds himſelf ſo*-much at a lofs with this argument, as it 


reſts on the evidence of antiquity, that he firſt expreſſes a 


wiſh * that we had a few more particulars concerning this 
* excommunication +.” The plain meaning of this is; 
our author wiſhes that he had a little more room for ſo- 


phiſtry, as he is determined to impoſe on the public vague 


ſuppoſitions, not merely where there is no direct evidence, 
Vol. iii, p. 302. + Ibid. p. 393- | 


Chap. III. v 6 Objeions.. \\\ ww 


but in direct contradiftior/to evidencer-of theicteareſt kind; 
and what es Pr as , n 


lapſe of many oenturies. 0 n 


Our author proceeds ee 3 e 
cylars he has. And firſt, he objects to Euſebius as à wit- 
neſs. It ſeems. to be an. eſtabliſhed precaution | with our 
author, to enter his proteſt againſt the teſtimony'of this hi- 
ſtorian, before he ventures to give him a hearing. It is 
« to be obſerved,” he ſays; © that it is not Caius; the writer 
quoted by Euſebius, who lays that he (Theodotus) was 
« excommunicated on account of his being an Unitarian, - 
« but Euſebius himſelf *; ſo that, conſidering the writer's 
« prejudices, there may be ſome room to doubt. whether he 
, excommunicated on that account.“ The quotation 
from the Greek, to which Dr P. refers, when viewed by 
itſelf, does not determine whether theſe are the words of 
Euſebius, or of Caius. But viewed in connexion, it ap- 
pears that they belong to the latter. For the ſentence pre- 
ceding, and that following, are undoubtedly his; and there 
is not the leaſt intimation that the on is interrupted. 
The reference, in the paſſage quoted, to what the writer 
had ſaid before, (us tem) concerning Victor as the perſon 


ho excommunicated Theodotus, proves that | Caius is the 


ſpeaker. For the whole narrative of this fact is in the lan- 
guage of that writer. Euſebius, in his own _— has not 
ſaid that it was done by Victor. | 

But though theſe were the words of Euſebius, it could 
not affect the proof. If our author could prove that he was 
ſo much under the power of prejudice as, in other inſtances, 
to give a falſe ſtatement of facts reſpecting the Unitarians, 
there might be ſome plauſibility i in this exception. But 
while it is undeniable that, in other inſtances, he has told 
the truth, it muſt appear to any impartial judge, that here 

the 


* Hift. lib. 5. & 81. p. 453. 
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Needed All chat can be proved againſt 


Euſebins is, that he had a very bad opinion of the Unita- 


rian ſyſtem. But if this be a valid ohjection, the teſtimony 
of none ought ta be admitted, who were not friendly bo it. 
For all honeſt Trinitarians, thougli they may differ as to the 


manner of expreſſing themſelves,” according to their pecu - 


liar tempers, muſt have the ſame general ſentiments of the 
Unitarian doctrine. Under a ſimilar pretence, a pannel 
might have the liberty of objecting to any witneſs, however 


unexceptionable his character when he W een 


dence of this witneſs would deeply affect his cauſe. 

But how great ſoever the prejudices of Euſebius w 
nde 26 have been, it is inconceivable that he would 
have hazarded his character in an aſſertion, which, if ground - 
leſs, could eaſily have been diſproved by his enemies. For 
this excommunication took place little more than a century 
before he wrote, Could he hope that when he had ſo keen- 
ly oppoſed Marcellus and others, they would tamely ſubmit 
to a falſe accuſation ſo very injurious to their cauſe- - Al- 
though it could be proved, that theſe were the words of Eu- 


ſebius himſelf; all the reſt of the account, given by Caius 


is incoherent and malapropos, unleſs we underſtand him as 
meaning that Theodotus was excommunicated og > 


cauſe of his Unitarian principles, 7 " 


Theodoret, in his teſtimony, kin what ns ful | 
Euſebius. For he ſays, that the moſt bleſſed Victor, bi- 
„ thop of the Romans, excommunicated: Theodotus, becauſe 
« he attempted to adulterate the decrees of the church. 


Our author had good reaſon for wiſhing to ſet aſide the 


evidence of Euſebius. As he meant to avail himſelf of 
the teſtimony of ancient Unitarians to-the antiquity of their 
doctrine, it was the moſt prudent plan previouſly to give a 


| finiſhing ſtroke to that hiſtorian. For the paſſage referred 


ng | to 
1 Heret. Fab. lib. 2. ap. Baron. Annal. vol. ii. p. 273. 


Chap. Il. b ObjeBtions.' 407 
| to contains an expreſs and full refutation of this very claim, 
Having thus cleared his way, Dr P. obſerves ; « The Uni- 
tarians, it has been ſeen, ſaid that Victor favoured their doc- 
« trine.” But, conſcions perhaps, that it might fairly be 
replied, that there is at leaſt as great reaſon to object to this 
claim, becauſe of the prejudices of theſe heretics in their own 
favour, as to the teſtimony of Euſebius, becauſe of his pre- 
judice againſt them; our author wiſely provides a cham- 
pion to fight their battles. For it is added; — © and 
« this we find aſſerted in the Appendix to Tertullian's trea- 
« tiſe, De Pre/criptione, which, whether written by Tertul- 
lian himſelf or not, is probably as good an authority as 
« Enſebius. He | ſays, that after the two Theodotus's 
Praxeas introduced his hereſy into Rome, which Victori- 
nus endeavoured to ſtrengthen. He ſaid that Jeſus Chriſt 
© was God the Father omnipotent, that he was crucified, ſuf- 
© fered and died, c. Victorinus, in this paſſage, Beay- 
« ſobre ſays, it is agreed, ſhould be Victor; and it cannot 
© © be ſuppoſed that he would have patronized in Praxeas the 
« ſame doctrine for which he had before excommunicated 
« Theodotus. The probability therefore is, that Theodo. 
tus was excommunicated on ſome other account boars that 
ol his being an Unitarian +.” F | 

Dr P. certainly feels the force of this ſpiritual ſentence; , 
or he would not be ſo anxious to diſprove the real 
grounds of it. Although the aſſertion quoted ſhould be 
reckoned a ſufficient evidence that Victor ſupported Praxeas, 
ſill it is refuſed that it can be of any uſe to our author. 
Let it be ſuppoſed that Victor was deceived by the mode of 
explication adopted by Praxeas. Yet as the latter ſtrenu- 
ouſly aſſerted the deity of Chriſt, will it follow that Victor 

Voc ih Cc” would 


* Sed poſt hos omnes etiam Praxeas quidam hæreſim introduxit, quam 
ViRorinus corroborare curavit, &. De Preſcr. ad fin. 
+ Vol. iii, p. 304. 


402 / Dr P. Anſwers Bock VI. 
would be nowiſe ſhocked at the doctrine of Theodotus, who 
denied that he was more than man? It is aſtoniſhing, that Dr . 
P. ſhould preſume ſo far on the ſtupidity of his readers, as to 
imagine that they will give him credit, when he aſſerts that 
Viator would thus have * patronized in Praxeas the ſame 
doQtrine for which he had excommunicated Theodotus.“ 

Is it the ſame thing to ſay that Jeſus is God, and That he is 
mere man? There was a greater difference between the U- 
nitarianiſm of Praxeas and Dr P. 's, than there is between the 
latter and that of Mahommed. 

But Tertullian, even after his apoſtacy to the errors of 
Montanus, does not pretend that the doctrine of Praxeas 
was known, when his teſtimony againſt the Montaniſts was 
fo favourably received by the Biſhop of Rome. Though 

we ſhould fuppoſe that the addition to the book, De Pre- 
ſeriptionibus, was written by Tertullian, and that Victor was 
meant, all that could be defigned by the reflection concern- 
ing him, is, that by his kind reception of Praxeas, and con- 

fidence in him, he bad virtually ſtrengthened his hands. In 

this view, the language aſcribed to Tertullian contains the 
lame idea exhibited more fully in his work againſt Praxeas, 
written after Tertullian had leftthe Catholic church. Therehe 

ſays that Praxeas © prevailed with him who was then Biſhop 

of Rome, who had already acknowledged the prophecies of 

% Montanus,—to recal his letters of peace already ſent forth: 
« —and that Praxeas thus got two pieces of the devil's work 
i effected at Rome; as he expelled prophecy, and introduced 

« herely; as he baniſhed the Parac)-te, and crucified the Fa- 
ie ther*.” Tert , While a member of the Catholic church, 
would nat be ſ. much offended at Victor. But, knowing the 
fatal influence of the doQrine of Praxeas, eſpecially in A- 
frica, even then he might believe that Victor's attention to 
bim, in other 3 was a virtual ſupport to his nc a 
He 


. _ Prax, c. 1. | 2 
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He muſt have known, however, that Victor, when he en- 
couraged Praxeas, was a ſtranger to his hereſy. | | 

But as Praxeas boaſted of his impriſonment for the 
fake of Chriſt, it is highly probable that, when aſter 
wards diffufing his errors, he would avail himſelf of the 
confidence that Victor had put in him, and even pretend 
that he was no enemy to his ſyſtem. Could I believe that 
Tertullian himſelf was the author of this reflection, I would 
reckon it very likely that it was all the foundation which 
the Artemonites had, for pretending that Victor favoured 
their doctrine. 

. buwerns tak $3 cleaned 
added to the work of Tertullian, after the time of Jerom . 
It is, indeed, highly improbable, that Tertullian who wrote 
a book againſt Praxeas, or that any one refiding in Africa, 
where his hereſy had diffuſed itſelf ſo much, ſhould ſpeak 
of him as Praxeas guidam, one Praxeas, But will any im- 
partial perſon, who believes that this addition was made by 
an Unitarian writer, after the age of Jerom, think * that it 
is probably as good an authority as Euſebius ?” It ſeems 
moſt natural to ſuppoſe that this writer, whoever he was, 
had borrowed the reflection from what Tertullian had ſaid 
of the Biſhop of Rome, in the paſſage quoted from his 
work againſt Praxeas + This ſeems highly probable from 
et hers ering os 6 eee 
han had not mentioned it. 

But can a general reflection of this kind, concerning one 
who, if he was Biſhop of Rome, is miſnamed, counterba- 
lance the direct teſtimony of Caius and Euſebius to his or- 

Ceca hi thodoxy ? 

* Cave Hifl. Lit. vol. i. p. 59, | 

Nam idem tune Epiicopum r 
Moniani,——coegit et literas pacis revocare jam emiſſas. Ita duo nego- 


tia diaboli Praxeas Rome procuravit, prophetiam expulit, et herefim in- 
tulit; Paracletum fugavit, et Patrem crucifixit, Adv. Prax. e. x; 
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thodoxy ? We are alſo certain that Irenzeus held comimu- 
nion with Victor. This appears from the -circumſtance of 


Irenmus writing to him in the name of the churches of ” 


Gaul, and exhorting him not to break up communion with 
them and others, becauſe of their difference as to the time of 
obſerving Eaſter . But would Irenzeus have courted his 
Kya. e owes mea, 
what he accounted hereſy ? | 

On the whole, it is e 
inferred from this teſtimony. The difference of the names 
is a more powerful objection than the prejudice attributed to 
Euſebius. Our author cannot prove that another perſon, of 
whom all other accounts are now loſt, is not here meant. 


There is nothing in the language of this anonymous writer, 
Which ſhews that it reſpects a Biſhop of Reiner PR 


Biſhop whatſoever. 

Dr P. next obſerves that the excommunication of Theo- 
dotus © as an Unitarian, is not conſiſtent with that general 
prevalence of the Unitarian doctrine in the time of Tertul- 
« lian (which was alſo that of Victor) which,” he ſays, * we . 


 * haveſcen that Tertullian exprefsly aſſerts.” It is not, indeed, 


confiftent with that general prevalence ſuppoſed : and there- 
fore, we are perſuaded, is Dr P. ſo anxious to diſprove the real 
reaſon of this anathema. The reader, we hope, is convinced 
that the Doctor fails in his proof, not from Tertullian only, 
but from the other writers introduced. Therefore no con- 
clufion from it can be admitted. 5 

But as if he knew that he was venturing on an inſecure 
ground, when attacking the credit of Euſebius, he is wil- 


ling to compound matters. He will give up Euſebius to | 


the orthodox, if they will give him Tertullian. How- 
© ever,” he ſubjoins, © the account of Euſebius, though im- 


< probable, may be admitted without denying that of Ter- 


« tulhan, 


* EuC. Hiſt. lib. 5. c. 24. 
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« tullian, when the circumſtances attending them are duly 
« conſidered.” What are theſe circumſtances? 4 Tertul- 
« lian lived in Africa, where there ſeems to have been a 
« greater inclination for the Unitarian doctrine than there 
« was at Rome; as we may collect from the remarkable 
« popularity of Sabellius in that country, and other circum- 
« ſtances.” What theſe are, we are left to conjecture. He 
can make nothing of the only one mentioned. For Sabel- 
lius did not make his appearance for more than half a cen- 
tnry after the excommunication of Theodotus: and our au- 
thor proves nothing unleſs he can ſhew that thoſe who fol- 
lowed Sabellius denied the deity of Chriſt. Beſides, as the 
churches of Rome and Africa were then in a ſtate of inti- 
mate fellowſhip, we muſt. infer that whatever was done at 
Rome, was approved by the African church ; unleſs the 
contrary can be clearly demonſtrated. 15 
But Dr P. inadvertently diſcovers a remarkable defect in 
his ſyſtem, of the Unitarian being the univerſal doctrine of 
the church, in the earlieſt ages. There ſeems to have 
been a greater inclination for it,” he ſays, in Africa, © than 
« at Rome.” How does he account for this? Was not 
the church of Rome planted in the apoſtolic age? Was ſhe 
not viſited by Apoſtles? Whence then this reluctance to the 
apoſtolic doctrine? Will he give us leave to ſuppoſe that, 
as the faith of this church was ſpoken of throughout the whole 
wordd *, ſhe had hitherto retained it more ſtedfaſtly than 
ſome other churches, that never had ſo high a character? 
But though the Doctor ſhould be obliged to relinquiſh his 
objections to the character of Euſebius as a witneſs, he is 
determined to make good another attack. For he imme - 
diately turns his arms againſt Victor himſelf. We ſhould 
« likewiſe conſider,” he fays, © the peculiarly violent cha- 
| % rafter of Victor, who was capable of doing what few o- 


Ce 3 . * thers. 
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not obſerve Eaſter at the ſame time that the Weſtern chu 
did; for which he was much We oy. Haves 
even in the weſt.” « 

| This is indeed a ſufficient Peer of thi Hohinge of Vie- 

tor. Irenæus, and the many biſhops who cenſured his con- 
duct, conſidered it as ſuch. But the proper queſtion is, Was 
che excommunication of Theodotus vitwed in the fartie 
light? Do we find the Afiatjc biſhops employing Polycru- 
tes, to teſtify their diſapprobation of this ſentence, as they 
did with reſpect to the other? Or did Irensusa ddreſs him 
on this ſubjeft, in the name of the biſhops of Gaul, as he un- 
doubtedly did with reſpect to Eaſter? Did other churches 
admit Theodotus, notwithſtanding Vigor's fulmination; as 
we know that they diſregarded it in the other inſtance ? 80 
far is this from being the caſe, that his followers were uni- 
verſally accounted heretics, and called by his name. Bt 

| The violence of Victor's charaQer proves more than Dr 
P. wiſhes.” For if, as has been pretended, he favoured he- 
retical Unitarianiſm, he would undoubtedly have excommu- 
nicated all who oppoſed it. If, on the other hand. he was 
ſtrictly orthodox, had Unitarian principles prevailed as much 
as our author imagines, the man who excommunicated thoſe 
churches who differed from him, merely concerning the 
day of Eaſter, would certainly have pointed his anathema 
againſt all who oppoſed his doctrine in a matter of unſpeak- 
| ably greater importance. Would ſo peculiarly violent a man 
account it an immaterial difference, that, according to his 
particular view, whatever it was, either neiv gods were in- 
troduced by ſome, or that thoſe perſons, whom the church 
had always adored as divine, were blaſphemed by others? 
Dr P. has thought of another plan of weakening the force 
of this n, « Such an excommunication as this, he 
* b 3 ͤĩ ù] “ ſays, 


* ' 3 
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ſays, © was by no means the ſame thing with cutting a per- 


« ſon off from communion with any particular church 


« with which he had been uſed to communicate, Theodo- - 


« tus was a ſtranger at Rome.” This is one of the many 
ductile arguments employed by this learned writer, which 
will turn either way. It is more forcible, when reverſed. 
Had Theodotus been excommunicated. by a church of which 
he had been long a member, as his ere 
been well known, and his opportunity of diffufing them 


greater; it would have been a far more dubious proof of 


their being generally offenſive. But as he was excommuni- 
cated at Rome, where he was a ſtranger, had moſt probably 


refided for a ſhort time only, and during this had little op- 


portunity of making proſelytes, it is evident that, in this 


early age, the Catholic church held Unitarian opinions in 


the greateſt abhorrence. 


But it is very poſſible,” Dr P. ſubjoins, that the body 


of the Chriſtian church did not intereſt themſelves in the 
« affair; the biſbop and his clergy only approving of it.” 

This, I fuppoſe, is becauſe Theodotus was a ſtranger: and 
it is evidently with a deſign to retain the common people, e- 


ven at Rome, on the Unitarian fide of the queſtion. But 


ſhould another ſay, As Theodotus was a ſtranger, it is 
* very pelidle that he was excommunicated, hecauſe his 

+ principles gave great offence to the church in general ;” 
the one poſſibility will be fully as good as the other, In- 
deed, as there is no evidence that Theodotus formed a par- 
ty at Rome, and not the leaſt infinuation that the laity were 
offended at the ſentence ; it is a ſtrong preſumption that, 
in this inſtance, they wür ory the conduct of 
the clergy. 

Dr P.'s reaſoh for ſuppoſing that the clergy alone appro- 
ved, contains a very important conceſſion in favour of the 
—_— of Trinitarian principles. For 1 3 * 
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he ſays, that though there wee ſome learned Unitarians 

sin all the early ages of Chriſtianity, the majority of the 
A clergy were not ſo.” The ſtructure of this ſentence is 
ſuch, that theſe words, all the early ages extend to the nega- 
tion in the laſt clauſe, as well as to the preceding affirmation. 
I ſuppoſe, however, that! the Doftor did not mean to include 
g the apoſtolic age. 

He adds, Theodotus— was 2 man of ſcience, and is ſaid 

* by the Unitarians to have been well received by Victor 
„ at firſt; ſo that it is very poſſible that the latter might 
have been inſtigated to what he did, by ſome quarrel be- 
« tween them, of which we have no account.” Here none 
. of the proofs are produced by which theſe Unitarians might 

attempt to verify their aſſertion. It will by no means a- 
| gree with the moſt ancient accounts of the reaſon of Theo- 
dotus going to Rome. Epiphanius teſtifies, that having de- 

nied Chriſt in his own country, when in danger of ſuffering 
for him, he was fo. aſhamed, that he could ſtay no longer 
there, but fled to Rome; that being known by ſome per- 
ſons there, he fell under the ſame diſgrace, and that when 
aſked, how a man of ſuch knowledge had denied the truth, 
he deviſed this as his apology, that he had not denied God, 
but man . Dr P. inſinuates, that jealouſy might be Vio- 
tor's motive. But he muſt be credulous indeed, who can 
believe that the Biſhop of Rome was jealous of a poor fu- 
- gitive, who had abjured VO; and who was aſhamed 
to be known. 

It ſeems to be true, as Dr P. ee that there is no 

« inſtance of any perſon having been excommunicated. 
„ for being an Unitarian before Theodotus.” For the 
Jewiſh Unitarians were never conſidered as belonging to the 
church. But he adds; Had the univerſal church been 
« Trinitarian from the beginning, would not the firſt Unita- 


| 6 rians, 
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« rians, the firſt broachers of a doctrine ſo exceedingly of- 
« fenfive to them, as in all ages it has ever been, have ex- 
« perienced their utmoſt indignation, and have been expelled 
« from all Chriſtian ſocieties with horror? We cheerfully 
admit our author's concluſion, but on premiſes very diffe- 
rent from his. But it may be pre viouily obſerved that by 
this fingle ſtroke, he cuts that Gordian knot which he has 
been at ſo great pains to tie. As he feels himſelf much embar- 
raſſed by the known orthodoxy of almoſt all the early writers 
after the apoſtolic age, a great part of his preceding labour 
is meant to prove that Juſtin, and the Fathers who followed 
him, did not reckon the Unitarian doctrine hereſy, He 
has evidently felt himſelf as much embarraſſed in the proof, 
as by the fact which it is meant to oppoſe. This appears 
from the ſtrange ſhifts he has been reduced to. But though he 
has waſted ſo much labour in attempting to ſhew that theſe 
Fathers were mild, peaceable and moderate men, who had 
no objection to the moſt intimate fellowſhip with thoſe who 
blaſphemed him whom they worſhipped as God ; the truth, 
after being ſo long kept under, at length breaks out ſo for- 
cibly as to hurry along with it a redoubled declaration of 
univerſality, with reſpect to the offence given by the Unita - 
rian doctrine. In all ages it has ever been—ſo exceeding- 
4 y offenſive to” Trinitarians as to provoke © their utmoſt ' 
« indignation,” and expoſe its friends to the certainty of 
being © expelled from all Chriſtian ſocieties with horror.” 
Is this the great reſpect with which it was treated even by 
the keeneſt patrons of the Trinitarian ſyſtem? - +» 
Our author cannot diſentangle himſelf by pretending, 
that the violence of individuals was checked by the circum- 
ſtance of the majority being Unitarians. For he has alſo 
granted that . though there were ſome learned Unitarians 
* in all the early ages, the majority of the clergy were not | 
* ſo 3” n approved of 
the 


* 
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the excommutication of Theodotus. He has likewiſe af 
ſerted that the majority of the common people were Unita- 
rians, for more than à century after the age of Vider. 
Therefore, as the clergy of Rome approved of the excom- 
munication of Theodotus, though: the majority of the com- 
mon people are ſuppoſed to have adhered to his principles; 
if, as Dr P. grants, the majority of the clergy were Trini- 
tarians in former ages; if alſo the oppoſite doctrine was, 
as he aſſerts, * in all ages fo exceedingly offenſive to“ ſuch ; 
the Unitarianiſm of the common people would have been 
no greater obſtacle to the Trinitarian clergy in the prece- 
ding age, than it was in that of Victor. Their horror, ac- 
cording to our author's principles, muſt have been the ſame 
then as afterwards. Peculiarly violent as Victor was in one 
cauſe, there is another in which he does not ſeem to have 
exceeded his brethren in violence. For, in this reſpect, a 
common ſpirit is aſcribed to Trinitarians in all ages, 
| Becauſe Theodotus was the firſt who was excommunica- 
ted for being an Unitarian, our author concludes that the u- 
niverſal church was not Trinitarian from the beginning. 
But according to his own principles already conſidered, the 
reverle is the native inference. For the majority of the 
clergy being Trinitarians before this period, they being ever 
equally offended at the contrary doctrine, and paſſing their 
cenſures without regard to the common people; it muſt 
unavoidably follow that, had any broached this doctrine, 
they would have “ experienced their utmoſt indignation, 
and been expelled from all Chriſtian ſocieties with 
horror.“ Therefore, according to the Doctor's own prin- 
ciples, we muſt conclude that Theodotus was the © firſt 
droacher“ of this doftrine within the pale of the church, 
or in the words of Euſebius, the leader and parent of 
* * this e tot ws AM 
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4 Review of the Sethion entitled, Of the part taken ty * 
the Laity in the Excommunication of the Early Un- 
tarians, and other confiderations relating to the ſub- 
Jett: 3 , | 2 | 


II is particularly remarkable,” Dr P. obſerves, < that 

eve read of none of the /aity having been exrommuni- 
«< cated on account of their Unitarian principles, which they 
* were well known to hold. And whenever any of the 
« biſhops were depoſed on this account, it is alſo remark- 
able that the common people appear to have been their 
« friends, None of the laity were excommunicated along 
« with Noetus, about A. D. 220, with Sabellius, about 
* A.D. enn 
« N. D. 3440.“ 

From the firſt of theſe randriah hunt di a 
thor would moſt probably wiſh to infer, either that the Uni- 
tarian hereſy was not reckoned ſo bad as ſome others, or 
that the number of its friends was ſo great, that the coun- 
cils durſt not venture to extend their cenſures to the laity. 
There is no ground for the firſt inference, becauſe, in their 
ſynodical acts, they expreſs their horror at that doctrine in 
the ſtrongeſt terms, as if every error and blaſphemy were 
concentrated in it. The ſecond muſt appear equally ground- | 
leſs, unleſs it can be proved that it was, the general cuſtom 1 
of councils, in the condemnation of hereſiarchs, to particu- 
larize thoſe of the laity who adhered to them. I have not 
met with any evidence of this having been the caſe. The 
overſeers of the flock ſeem to have thought that it was e- 
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nough, at to ſingle out the wolves, who ſought their 
deſtruction. might reckon themſelves bound in cha- 
rity to ſuppoſe that the laity were deceived by their falſe 
- teachers; and that nothing more was required of them, in 

the firſt inſtance, than to teſtify their ſenſe of this, by de- 
priving theſe teachers of their official character, and of com- 
munion with the church. It might appear that, if they 
proſecuted all who adhered to an heretical teacher before he 
had been formally ejefted, they, by their ſeverity, might 
provoke many to go a much greater length than they other- 

. wiſe would have done. Before his condemnation, it muſt © 
_ alſo have been difficult to diſcover, who were his proper 
abettors. How great ſoever his hereſy, the church could 
not with propriety condemn any for ſubmitting to his mi- 
niſtrations, while he was not yet deprived of his function 
by thoſe who alone had the right of judging him. 
They ſeem alſo, in their ſentences, to have denounced 
an anathema againſt all who adhered to the ſentiments of 
the condemned herefiarch ; though without particularizing 
names. Thus, they propoſed a teſt, by which it would 
ſoon appear, whether the laity had been deluded by the am- 
bignous expreſſions and falſe repreſentations of their corrupt 
teachers, or were really attached to their errors, when 
plainly unfolded; If they adhered to the Catholic church, 
after the ejection of a heretic, it was to be concluded that 
they abjured his dotrine. If they preferred his miniſtra- 
tions, they renounced the doctrine and authority of the 
church, and were thenceforth treated as heretics. As the 
ancients would not excommunicate the founder of a hereſy, 
without previous admonitions, they could not, according to 
this rule, proceed againſt his followers, till they had been 
firft admpniſhed by means of his condemnation. Auguſtine 
did not reckon him a heretic, who adhered to the Photi- 
nian doctrine, believing it to be that of the Catholic church, 
| having 
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having been baptized in this communion 3 unleſs. he per- 
ſiſted in his error, after it had been manifeſted to him that 


due Catholic church held the oppoſite doctrine e, As ſoon 


as any one ſubmitted to the miniſtrations of an ex- 
nicated heretic, he, in conſequence of the general anathema, 
and of bringing himſelf under the laſh of it by leaving the 
communion of the church, was accounted zp/o fatto. excom- 
municated : and thus there was no abſolute neceſlity for pro- 
nouncing the ſentence on him individually. 
It ſcems to have been cuſtomary. with councils, when they 
excommunicated falſe teachers, to publiſh a confeſſion of their 
faith, extending their anathema to all. who adhered to the 
hereſy. 6 
But though we do not obſerve that ancient hiſtorians in 
general have mentioned the excommunication of particular 
laymen, in conſequence of their attachment to heretical teach- 
ers, we may ſafely preſume that ſuch were often formally 
excommunicated, For according to one of the Apoſtolical 
Canons, if any clergyman, or layman, went into a ſyna- 
gogue of Jews or heretics, to pray, he was to be depoſed or 
excommunicated + Now, theſe canons are generally ad- 
mitted, r 
in the ſecond and third centuries. 
But why all this demur with reſpect to the excommuni- 
cation of laics, or the part taken by them in the excommu- 
3 nication 
* Conſtituamus duos aliquos iſto modo, unum eorum verbi gratia, id 
ſentire de Chriſto quod Photinus opinatus eft, et in  ejus hæteſi baptizari 
extra Eceleſiæ Catholicæ communionem : alium vero hoc idem ſentire, 
ſed in Catholica baptizari, exiſtimantem iſtam eſſe Catholicam fidem. 
Iſtum nondum hæreticum dico, nifi manifeſtata. ſibi doctrina Catholic 


dei reſiſtere maluerit, et illud quod tenebat elegerit. Aug. de W 
lib. iv. c. 16. 
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nꝛieation of heretical teachers? It is meant to ward off an 


important objection. This the Doctor does not ſtate, in the 
| preſent ſection. But it is founded on the certainty of all 
the Unitarian teachers of any note having been excommu- 
nieated. He hopes to avert the force of this objection, if 
he can make it appear that none of the flock ſuffered with 
them, or that they did not formally approve of the ſen- 
tence. Though there were no evidenee of either of theſe 
circumſtances, the objection would not be removed. But let 
us attend to what is offered as proof. 

S 00 
4 along with Noetus.” But certainly, he has hazarded 
this aſſertion, without, examining whether it had any _ 
foundation. Epiphanius ſays that Noetus, , being fum- 
moned before the Preſbytery of Epheſus, at firſt denied 
the hereſy laid to his charge; but that afterwards, when 
he had joined about ten others to himſelf, he openly difſe- 
minated his doctri Then,“ he adds, © theſe ſame 
4. Prefbyters ſummoned him, and alſo his adherents before 
« them ;—and as he perſiſted in his opinion, they caſt him, 
“and at the ſame time, his diſciples, out of the church *.” 
There is every reaſon to think that theſe were laymen. Thus 
we have a very early inſtance of a general excommuni- 
Dx P. aſſerts the ſame thing with reſpect to Sabellius. 
Whether any of the laity were excommunicated at the ſame | 
time with him, we cannot ſay. But Dionyfius, writing to 
KXyſtus, concerning the Sabellian hereſy, informs him that 
the rule which he had received from his blefſed predeceſſor 

| Heraclas, 
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+ having apoſtatized from the church, and even ſuch as did 
« not apoſtatize, but who, while they ſeemed to be of the 
« ſame mind with their brethren, ſecretly reſarted to any 
« of the falſe teachers, were caſt out of the church, and 
nat received again, natwithſtanding many intreaties, un- 
« til they openly declared all that they bad heard fram the 
« adverſaries . No one, 'who reads this paſſage, can 
doubt, whether the lay- adherents of Sabellius were excom- 

municated. It deſerves our notice, that this hereſy had 
its riſe, and chiefly prevailed in Ptolemais, one of the ci- 
ties of Pentapolis in Libya f. Dionyſius, being Biſhop of 
Alexandria, muſt therefore have been well acquainted with 
circumſtances, Indeed, the churches of that' province were 
under the Gare of Dionyfius, by reaſon of the patriarchal aus 
thority of the ſee of Alexandria . 

I do not know that any of the laity were excommuniy | 
cated with Paulus Samoſatenſis. But unleſs the council, 
that depoſed and excommunicated him, had proceeded: on 
the principles already mentioned, how can Dr P. account 
for the circumſtance of none of the clergy ſharing in his 
fate; when it is known that ſome, both biſhops and preſ- 
byters, formerly ſupported him in his errors? The only 
reaſonable ſuppoſition is, that the members of the council 
wiſhed to give others time to think, and fairly to try whe- 
ther they would adhere to Paulus after his expulſion from 
the church. That thoſe who did ſo were either formally 
excommunicated afterwards, or reckoned. virtually excom- 
municated,. is undeniable from one of the Canons of the 
Council of Nice. It was ordained that the Paulianiſts (for 
, | | ſs 
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ſo were the followers of Paulus denominated) who returned 
to the Catholic church, ſhould without exception be rebap- 
_ tized. That this Canon reſpected laymen as well as others, 
is evident from what follows; © If any of them have in 
« time paſt been of the number of the clergy, if they ſhall 
« appear to have been free from blame,” vis. as to 
their moral characters, being rebaptized, let them be or- 
« dained by a biſhop of the Catholic church *.” | 
There is. no reaſori to ſuppoſe that his former abettors, a- 
mong the clergy, were ſpared becauſe of their number. 
For it is moſt probable, that the generality of thoſe biſhops 
and preſbyters, who, during his proſperity, had been his 
flatterers, like all of this deſcription, deſerted him when 
they ſaw that he could no longer ſupport himſelf. - For as 
it is ſaid, that he allowed the biſhops of the neighbouring 
cities and villages to harangue the people in his praiſe,” 
we find the biſhops of the neighbouring cities“ mention- 
ed, without exception, as joining in his condemnation +. 
But, at any rate, the number of his abettors cannot be ſuppo- 
ſed to have been the obſtacle to their excommunication. For 
as the ſynodical decrees were enforced by the authority of 
Aurelian, it would have been as eaſy to have caſt them out, 
as Paul himſelf. | | : 

But we muſt attend more particularly to the hiſtory of 
this hereſiarch, as recorded by Dr P. © After the biſhops 
© had depoſed Paulus,” he ſays, * it is obſervable that on- 
« ly fixteen ſigned the condemnation.” Here he refers to 
Euſebius as his authority. When the learned Gentleman 

De Paulianiſtis, qui deinde ad Ecclefiam Catholicam confugerant, 
ſtatutum eſt, ut ii omnino rebaptizentur. Si qui verò tempore pristerito 

in clericorum numero, ſiquidem a culpa et reprehenſione alieni viſi fue - 
rant, rebaptizati ordinentur a Catholic Eccleſiz Epiſcopo. Can. 19. 
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excites the reader's attention by the terms, remarkable, par- 
ticularly remarkable, or obſervable, he naturally expect 
ſomething not only true, but really worthy of obſeryation.. 
Here, one would ſuppoſe that Euſebius had ſpoken, of this 
ſubſcription, and of the number who ſubſcribed. But when 
the paſſage referred to is conſulted, it appears that the whole. 
foundation of this aſſertion is, that Euſebius, in his extract 
from the ſynodical epiſtle, mentions the names of ſixteen 
biſhops only ; or perhaps, no more names were inſerted in 
the epiſtle itſelf. But there is no notice of any particular 
number, nor is there a ſyllable with reſpe& to their Agning 
the condemnation.* Sixteen biſhops only are mentioned by 
name, as addreſſing Dionyſius and Maximus, to whom the 
epiſtle was written. But Dr P. is almoſt the only writer 
who thence would be bold enough to aſſert, that * only 
« ſixteen ſigned the condemnation ;” evidently inſinuating 
that it was approved by no more. For after the names of 
theſe ſixteen, it immediately follows; — © and all the reſt, 
« aſſembled with us, being biſhops of the adjoining cities 
and provinces, and the preſbyters and deacons, and the 
* churches of God, to our beloved brethren, in the Lord, 
Peace.“ Muſt not a// theſe referred to be ſuppoſed to 
have approved of the matter of this epiſtle, as much as if 
their names had been particularly inſerted ? Now, the whole 
epiſtle is a defence of the condemnation of Paulus. Euſe- 
bius does not mention the exact number of biſhops aſſem-. 
bled in this council. But he ſays, there were very ma- 
ny. Athanaſius ſays, there were ſeventy ; Hilary, eigh- 
ty ., 

That theſe were unanimous in his condemnation, there 
is not the leaſt reaſon to doubt, For Euſebius adds; And 
the leader of the hereſy at Antioch was diſcovered, and 
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by all manifeſtly con victed of iiiethlt des tin that 
which is preached by the whole Catholic church under 
heaven .“ If he was convicted of heterodoxy by all, 
it is natural to think that he was condemned by all. Je- 
rom, indeed, is quoted as ſaying that © Paul had many 
« friends and admirers among the biſhops and preſbyters 
of the neighbouring churches and villages ;” and that 
he © was much beloved and admired. by others.” But in 
the time of his neceſſity, theſe brethren ſeem, like thoſe of 
Job, to have dealt deceitfully as a brook, and as the, fiream 
of brooks that paſs away. It does not r that he was 
ſapported by one of them, at this council. For all, who 
were preſent, convicted him of preaching a doctrine dif- 
ferent from that univerſally maintained by the church. The 
language of Alexander, Biſhop of Alexandria, and cotem- 
porary with Euſebius, evidently implies that Paulus was 
depoſed by the unanimous voice of the council t. 
Dr P. adds concerning Paulus; © He could not be ex- 
* pelled from the epiſcopal houſe till the aid of the Em- 
1 peror Aurelian was called in; and he may be ſuppoſed 
« to have been offended at him for his having been in the 
« intereſt of his rival Zenobia.” It ſeems to be granted 
that he was in the intereſt of this Princeſs. According to 
Athanaſius, ſhe was a Jeweſs 1. It is, at any rate, univer- 
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ally allowed that ſhe was greatly attached to their prifici- 
ples. As the Jews denied the divinity of the Meffiati pro- 
miſed, it would appear chat Paulus conformed” lis fuich to 

theirs. For Nicephorus ſays that he, wiſhing to make 
court to Zenobia, as ſhe adhered to the Jewiſh” opinions, 
and ſtretching as far as poſſible to gain her favour, fell into 
the hereſy of Artemon“ . It would feem that Paulus 


was ſo much in her intereſt, as to be appointed one of her | 


ordinary judges at Antioch: Therefore, Euſebius fays 
that he choſe rather to be . ny 7 


ſhop +. 


But there is not the leaſt reaſon for ſuppoſing thi Aue. 
lian was offended at Paulus for his having been in the in- 


« tereſt of his rival.” No one would hazard ſuch à ſuppo- 
fition, unleſs he were, either a ſtranger to the circumſtances 
of this affair, or unwilling that others ſhonld know them. 
Had the Emperor been under the influence of prejudice a- 
gainſt Paulus, immediately on the application made to him 
by the biſhops of the council of Antioch he would have 
caſt him out; eagerly embracing ſuch an opportunity of 
revenge. But he acted very differently. Though attached 

to heatheniſm, he attended to the principles of equity. 
3 that the epiſcopal houſe properly belonged to thoſe 
* the doctrine of the univerſal church, and 
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fearing, perhaps, that thoſe who had condemned. Paulus 
might themſelves be the heretics; he * commanded the 
* houſe to be delivered to thoſe, whom the Italian biſhops, 
« adhering to Chriſtianity, and the biſhop of Rome, ſhould 
« approve by their letters. Theſe are the words of Euſe- 
bius, in that very ſentence to which Dr P. refers . That 
_ viriter, inſtead of mentioning any thing that might infuſe a 
ſuſpicion that the Emperor acted from prejudice, commends 
the impartiality of his deciſion. Whether ſhall we ſuppoſe 
' that the Doctor had not examined the chapter he quoted, 
or that he wiſhed to conceal the real ſtate of matters? Ei- 
ther of theſe ſuppoſitions muſt reflect diſnonour on one who 
pretends to be the hiſtorian of Chriſtianity. 

Dr P. further obſerves concerning the aid of * 
, This could not have been neceſſary, if the majority of 
his people had not been with him, and therefore, if his 
1 depoſition had not, in fact, been unjuſt.” The firſt ſup- 
poſition is, indeed, the great point our author has had in 
his eye. But the reaſoning is ſomewhat ſingular. 

Paulus could not be expelled from the epiſcopal: houſe, 
« without the aid of Aurelian; 

Hut Paulus was in the intereſt of his rival Zenobia, who 
had hitherto been in poſſeſſion of Antioch ; 
Ergo, Paulus had the majority of b people. v 
« him.” 
One, who could not boaſt much of reaſon or "hiloophy, 
would be apt to imagine that the only concluſion, deducible 
from theſe premiſes, was that, while Paulus had kept poſ- 
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ſeſſion of the houſe, he had the female Bead of the. people 
« with him.” But it is obſerved by an antiquated writer 
on the Socinian controverſy, that „ a rational divine has 
« two peculiar privileges and incommunicable properties ;- 
« one, that he may call whom he will irrational; and the 
other, that he may canonize what he will for reaſon v. 

Bur our author ſeems ſo well pleaſed with his inference, 
that he ventures to try its ſtrength by ſuſpending another 
from it. From the majority of his people being with au- 
lus, as the Doctor has ſo well proved, he concludes that 
« therefore, his depoſition was, in fact, unjuſt.” From 
what principles of eccleſiaſtical diſciphne can it be proved, 
that an heretical teacher, becauſe he is ſo ſucceſsful as to 
pervert the majority of his flock, acquires a right to conti - 
nue in his office? Paulus had been admitted Biſhop of An- 
tioch, only as adhering to the faith of the Catholic church, 
of which he was a member: and could his ſuppoſed ſucceſs 
in detaching his people from that faith juſſly ſkreen him from 
the cenſures of thoſe who were his proper judges? Here, 
undoubtedly, our author will not plead the ſanction of an- 
tiquity. Juſtice is as little on his fide. It muſt be granted 
by every thinking perſon, that thoſe, from whom he had 
immediately received his official truſt, had a right to recal 
it, when it was abuſed in direct oppoſition to the ends for 
which it was given, and to ſtipulations expreſsly made at 
his ordination. 

Bux the very reverſe of De Pcb inet with reſpect to 
the majority being with Paulus, appears from direct evi- 
dence. He was, indeed, the idol of ſome women, not of 
the faireſt charaters. Some of his preſbyters and deacons 
adhered to him ; but not all of them. For Malchion, his 
proſecutor, was one of his preſbyters. According to the 
language of the fynodical ie, As 0 both Euſe- 
Dd 3 bius 
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bivs and Nicephorus, © he indulged theſe women, and al» 
ſo his preſbyters and deacons in crimes paſt healing, that 
* he might have them in his power; that thus, being - 
* fraid for themſelves, they might not dare to accuſe him 
« of the impieties which he ſpake and did: that he al- 
« ſo enriched them; and that therefore he was beloved and 
i admired by thoſe who were defirons of ſuch things,” chat 

is, of criminal indulgenoes and of money *. | 
Wich reſpect to his people in general, it b aid tate 
ſame epiſtle; On account! of theſe things, al! groan and 
« Jament in ſecret; but they are ſo afraid of his tyranny 

- & and power, that they dare not accuſe him +.” 
But Dr P. ſeems determined to prove that all the tran- 
ſactions againſt Paulus proceeded from malice. Not only 
is & ſuppoſed that Aurelian was actuated by prejudice in 
expelling him, but the proſecution,” our author ſays, 
« was vehemently urged by his: preſbyter Malchion, who 
* had à quarrel with him. Having been dilodliged, he 
could not be ſatisfied, till he was depoſed.” There is 
not a ſhadow of authority offered for this charge: and we 
| muſt reckon it unjuſt, till it be ſupported. Malchion was 
perhaps the only man among the clergy of Paulus, who had 
honeſty and firmneſs enough openly to appear againſt him, 
| Therefore, Dr P. concludes, that he had a quarrel with 
Paulus. This was, indeed, a ſufficient reaſon with our au- 
| thor: as he ſeems diſpoſed to quarrel with every man who 
bas not treated his venerable predeceſſors with great reſpe?. 
e not af- 
ford 
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ford the moſt diſtant hint of his having had any perſonal pre- 
judice againſt his biſhop. Nor does it appear, that any an- 
Ly net) ee Qin-deculds 
tion. 
- Be elle ders desde dis quit 0 ww abit 
tw.ihs word; add tay Wies 0 [the hey in e 
times, wrote the hiſtory of Paulus. He could not be ex- 
« pelled,” it is ſaid, © in tlie firſt couneil, in 264, when 
« Firmilian of Cappadocia, and Gregory of Neocaſarea 
« were preſent.” If Dr P. claim any conſiſtency as a wri- 
ter, his language muſt have the ſame'meaning here, as when 
it is aſſerted a little before, that he could not be expelled 
„till the aid of Aurelian was called in!” Only; the 
_ expreſſion may here reſpect his biſhepric- in general; while 
it is there reſtricted to © the epiſcopal houſe.” The natu- 
ral inference from his language is, that Paulus had been 
condemned, or at leaſt, convicted; but that owing to ſome 
peculiar circumſtance, (the attachment of the people, doubt- 
—— PPh bans th 717/07 ts 
in their power to expel him. 
| Due the unn is, U e e ee 
of this kind. For befote he could be expelled, there was 
a ſtep neceſſary, which was out of their power. They could 
not convict him. But this was not owing to the attachment 
of his people, or the ſtrength of his party in the. council. 
For Euſebius ſpeaks of the members, without exception, 
as labouring to bring to light his hereſy and blaſphemy a- 
gainſt Chriſt, What then was their hinderance? It was merely 
the duplicity of Paulus. The language of the hiſtorian will 
indeed bear that, not Paulus only, bat alſo his adherents, 
attempted ſtill to conceal his hereſy v. But this clearly 
Dd 4 r ſhews 
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preſumption that they had not the ſupport of the people 
the people, there would have been no occafion for attempt» 
ing to conceal it. Euſebits elſewhere' ſays, that Firmilian 
| himſelf was deceived by the language of Paulus . Nice» 
phorus afſerts that he purged himſelf by oath of the error 
imputed to him, ſolemnly declaring that he held no ſuch 
opinion, but adhered to the apoſtolical decrees and doe- 
trines. In conſequence of this, before the diſſolution of the 
council, bee cram in a bymn eng 
as God +. 

The Weed es was held at Antioch, not tlie hay 
might expel or condemn a heretic who had been too power- 
ful in the firſt, but that they might convict one who had 
then impoſed upon them. For they at length aſſembled a- 
gain, becauſe © it was univerſally reported of Paulus, that 
he had departed from the truth f.. 

Our author next produces the a 
drawn by Dr Lardner ||. But that a Socinian ſhould view 


every thing reſpecting this heretic in a. partial light, and 


_ . aſcribe the charges, exhibited againſt him by the ancients, 


to prejudice, is not ſurpriſing. What though ©. we have 

* his hiſtory,” as Dr Lardner ſays, from adverſaries on- 

% ly?” If it is unfairly related, it is aſtoniſhing that not 

one of the friends of Paulus, or of his doctrine, in ancient 

times, ſhould vindicate his character. Should it be ſaid that 

fuch memorials, though mu had once exiſted, would be 
deſtroyed 

*% wage rue?“ Te d aveyoprer x us partes 

n Iyy Sigiouy &% ri tug Xgiorer Cee rely &a ered; 
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deſtroyed by the orthodox; as little credit could be given 

to this pretence as Doctors Lardner and Prieſtley themſelves 

allow to that of modern infidels, when they aſſert that the 

writings of the philoſophers againſt Chriſtianity were de- 

ſtroyed, or ſuffered to periſh by the Chriſtians, .. Had ſuch 
vindications of Paulus been written, we would have had 
the ſame proofs of their exiſtence, as of the writings of Cel-, 
ſus and others. They would not have paſſed. without any 

reply: and ſome extracts from them, or references to 
R tue onthe, 

dox. 

. eee eee 
quirer can demand, that the character of Paulus, as tranſ- 
mitted to us, has been juſtly delineated. We have it not 
from any individual. It appears, in its various traits, in | 
the epiſtle written by that very council which condemned. ; 
him. If the members of this council knew that he was. 
« well reſpeted by the neighbouring biſhops, in eſteem. 

* with the great, and beloved by the common people, as 
Dr Lardner aſſerts, and above all, that he had the favour . 
and protection of Zenobia, a powerful princeſs, to whom 
Antioch, the very place of their meeting, was then ſub» 
ject; though they had been all men of the moſt villanous' 
diſpoſitions, from regard to their character and intereſt, they 
would affert nothing that was not well known to be fact. 
It muſt have occurred to them, that a ſingle aflertion, lia- 
ble to contradiction, would ruin their whole ſcheme. But, 
indeed, the Afiatic biſhops ſeem to have ated, in the caſe 
of Paulus, with the greateſt moderation and tenderneſs. 
Thence were they deceived by his artifices, in the former 
council. Had they not been moderate in the extreme, there 
was enough in his character, independent of hereſy, to ex+ 
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They deſcribe him as riſing from the ſtate of a beggar 
to great riches, by villany and ſacrilege, and by exaQtions 
from the brethren, under pretence of relieving them from in- 
_ juries; andas preferring ſecular to epiſcopal dignities. They 
give many inftances of his unſupportable pride and arro- 
garice, which greatly prejudiced the intereſts of Chriſtiani- 
ty. While, in his diſcourſes, he defumed other interpre- 
ters of the word, he greatly extolled himſelf. He kept wo- 
men of infamous characters. He was terrible to his people, 
by reaſon of his tyranny. Many other particulars, ſore 
of which have been formerly amr 2p to be found in 
the ſynodical epiſtle. 

It is a ſtriking proof of the great 1 
had in making out a tolerable character for this ancient he- 
refiarch, that a man of his learning ſhould argue ſo childiſn- 
ly“ from what is faid by the Fathers, of his rejecting ſome 
« hymns as modern, and compoſed by moderns.” The 
Biſhop of Antioch . was a critic,” forſooth ! This, Dr 

Lardner obſerves very ſagely, is a valuable acquiſition at 
« all times, eſpecially when uncommon. Paulus muſt 
have been a Phenix indeed. For we hear of no other in 
that age, who gave a proof of critical powers any wile mi- 
lar. In any other caſe, however, Dr Lardner would never 
have inferred more from ſuch data, than that Paulus pre- 
tended to be a critic. But as he was a friend, the good 
Doctor was diſpoſed to take his own word for it. 


Dat veniam corvir, vexat cenſura columbas. 
ö Joy. 


I ſhall only add that, from the fame ſynodical epiſtle 
| which contains an account of the depoſition of Paulus, it is 
evident that it was a fa& univerſally known, that not only 
| Artemon, whoſe error Paulus adopted, but all bis followers, 
whether | 


ted. For the venerable writers of: this epiſtle, after obſet. 
ving to Dionyſius and Maximus, that they had informed | 
them concerning Domnus, whom they had ordained in the 


place of the depoſed biſhop, that they might write to him, 
and receive letters of communication from him, add; ** Bot 


jet this man (Paulus) write to Artemon, and let the fol- 


e lowers of Artemon communicate with him 
Dr P. aſſerts that none of the laity were excommuni- 
* cated along with—Photinus +.” Whether any of them 
were formally excommunicated at the ſame time with him, 
I cannot pretend to ſay. But it is certain that all his fol- 
lowers, after he was himſelf caft out of the church, were 


conſidered as excommunicated perſons, nay, formally ana- 


thematized. For we have the decrees of ſeveral councils, 
reſpecting the manner of their admiſſion to the church, in 


caſe of their return from this hereſy, It was enacted by 


the council of Laodicea, A. D. 365, that the Photinians 
ſhould not be received, unleſs they ſhould abjure their he- 
reſy t. The council of Conſtantinople, A. D. 385. ana- 
thematized the Photinians in general, and ordained that 
thoſe returning from them ſhould not be received, without 
anathematizing the doctrine they formerly held, and being 
rebaptized ||. An ordinance of the fame nature was framed, 
with reſpe& to theſe heretics, in hs ſecond — 

Arles, A. D. 389. 
eee, poſeſſon of un dne . 
tor 
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ter being condemned by different councils, But there is 
decifions of the different councils, which took cogniſance 
of this hereſy. Dr P. ſays of Photints, that © his ſolenin | 
« depoſition by two councils could not remove him from 
his ſee *.” Others think, with greater probability, that 
in the firſt council of Sirmium, his opinions only were 
condemned; and that it was not till the ſecond, that he 
was depoſed f. Cave fixes the firſt- council of Sirmium 
to the year 350, and gives the ſecond to the follow- 
ing year 1. But though it be uncertain how long it was 
from the firſt condemnation of Photinus to his expulſion, it 
would ſeem that his continuance at Sirmium was owing to 
the attachment of his people. On this fact our author 
makes the following reflection; Had the body of Chri- 
« ſtians in thoſe times been generally Trinitarians, the com- 


mon people would, no doubt, have been ready enough to 


take an active part againſt their heretical biſhops.” He 
plainly means to infer from the attachment of the people 
of Sirmium to Photinus, that the majority of Chriſtians in 
general were Unitarians. There is, indeed, ſome appear- 
ance that this was the caſe in the dioceſe of Sirmium. But 
even this certainly cannot be inferred. Thoſe of the ſame 
perſuaſion with Photinus have generally, in every age, diſ- 
covered ſo much of the wiſdom of the ſerpent, that it has 
been no eaſy matter to develope their real principles. We 
have ſeen that even Firmilian, Gregory, and many other 
great and learned men, were cozened by the duplicity of 
Paulus. In our own times, even in Britain, many congre- 
gations may be found, _— of CO while the 
Vol. iii. p. 31t. + lg ha. Phot. ca.. | 
1 Hiſt. Literar, vol. i. p. 159.4 


i Si. In other reſpecta, the latter uſe. ſo 
many arts to retain the good. opinion of the former, that” 
though their real principles are well known to thoſe who 
can diſtinguiſh doQrines, any attempt to perſuade their peo- 
ple, that they think differently from themſelves is vain. 
The ſame might happen at Sirmium. Photinus was a 
man of abilities. He is ſaid to have had great powers of 
perſuaſion. He might eaſily make the Ample believe, that 
malice was the ſole motive of the proſecution. +44 
But let us ſuppoſe that the majority under his charge be- | 
lieved his doctrines. Shall we therefore admit Dr P. s 
inference? Becauſe this might be the ſtate of matters in 
Sirmium, a city of Pannonia, muſt we infer that it was the 
ſame throughout the Chriſtian church? Our author un- 
doubtedly knows, though he does not wiſh to apply the 
common M, ... a 
guentia *, is 
| Even the biftory of Photinne a aneef dimbtin the. 
reverſe of what Dr P. wiſhes to eſtabliſh; Ancient writers 
acknowledge that this heretic drew many into his doctrine -. 
But even this candid confeſſion of his ſucceſs implies 
that his proſelytes formerly adhered to another faith. It is 
uniformly declared that he was admitted. as a Catholic, and 
that he gradually diſcavered his errors 1. But though he 
deceived. many by his eloquence, others, however much 
attached to him, when they perceived his errors, deſerted 
his miniſtrations. Vincentius Lirinenſis ſays, that © though 
© they admired the eloquence of their paſtor, they were 
of notwithſtanding watchful over the Catholic faith; and 
+ though they had nnen the he- goat 
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That the doctrine of e the ane av 
Socinians in our times, ſhould be attended with ſucceſs, will 
not appear ſurpriſing, when the divided ſtate of the church 
is conſidered. Dr P. indeed, does not give the name of 
Unitarians to the followers of Arius. But the great pre- 
valence of the Arian doctrine would clear the way for the 
reception of the Photinian. For when men derogate from 
that honour eſſentially due to Chriſt, as over all, God blefſed 
for ever, by repreſenting him as a creature; baving loſt the 
true object of faith, there is nothing that can be a ſaf-. 
_ ficient antidote - againſt degrading him ſtill more, till he be 
brought down to the ordinary ſtandard of buman nature. 
Our author boaſts of the diffuſion of his doctrine in this 
age: and it is to be feared that the prevalence of Arian- . 
iſm in England has prepared its way. In his own apoſta- 
cy from the Trinitarian faith, the Arian doQrine, if I mif- - 
take not, was the firſt ſtep to his preſent principles. He 
acknowledges that it is very common at this day for 
* perſons to paſs from Athanaſianiſm to Arianiſm, and then 
from Arianiſm to proper Unitarianiſm +.” | 
It cannot be denied that, in 1 
been obſerved; the Unitarians of this age have, in their ap- 
prehenſions concerning the Saviour, fallen greatly below 
the level of that doctrine generally held by their predeceſ- 
ſors ſince the Reformation. They not only deny him all 
religious worſhip, and wiſh to get rid of the miraeulous 
conception: but Dr P. has dared to ſpeak of the tempta- 
tions in the wilderneſs, aſcribed: to Satan, as the thoughts 
that might occur to Jefus himſelf, in his private medita- 
« tions.” 


* Ap. ng Hiſt, Photin. ſet. 13. f Vol. iv. p. 235, 236. 


Chap. III. 0 Objeblians, - a 


« tions *-” He has the impiety to ſuppoſe this concerning 
him who Inet no fin, whoſe heart was A. n 
the prince of this world bad not bing. | 

It does not appear, however, that Photinus had much in- 
fluence beyond his own ſee. We find the council of A- 
quileia complaining of the meetings held in Sirmium con - 
trary to law. This refers to the exception of Photinians 
from that toleration granted to moſt of the ſects which bore 
the Chriſtian name, by the Emperor Gratian f Now, 
this council met, A. D. 381, thirty years after the expul- 
fion and baniſhment of Photinus ; and only four years af. 
ter his death, before which it would ſeem that'he had been 
reſtored to his biſhopric, moſt probably in the reign of Ju- 
lian. But if the doctrine of Photinus had been generally 
diffuſed, the complaints of the counſel of Aquileia would 
by no means have been confined to the illegal meetings at 
Sirmium. This nearly amounts to a proof, that if theſe 
meetings were not peculiar to this city, they did not extend 
beyond the dioceſe. Epiphanius declares; that the Photi- 
nian bergfy was diffipated in a ſhort time t. 

But we may fafely reaſon with our author on his own 
principles. Were the people of Sirmium, whom Photinus 
had proſelyted, ſo warm in their attachment to his doctrines, 
that they poured contempt on the reiterated decifions of 
the church univerſal? Did they retain him as their biſhop, 
regardleſs of his being « ſolemnly depoſed by two coun- 
 *eils?” And is it conceivable, that if, according to 

Dt P.'s hypothefis, the body of Chriſtians, in thoſe days 

numme there would not have been 
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more than one or. two biſhops of this perſuaſion in the 
whole church? Were the people of Sirmium of a differ. 
ent mould from all other Chriſtians? Were they ſo tena- 
cious. of their principles as to retain a depoſed heretic ? 
And would no other church, conſiſting moſtly of Unitari- 
ans, venture to complain of a biſhop, known to hold doc- 
trines contrary to thoſe of the body, or even dare to chooſe 

one whom they accounted orthodox? When councils pro- 
ceeded to ſuch violent meaſures againſt what muſt have 
appeared the true faith, and that of the majority of Chri- 
ſtians, how ſubmiſſive ſoe ver before, muſt not this have ex- 
aſperated them? Our author's ſyſtem is built on obvious 
contradictions. From the conduct of the people of Sirmi- 
um, we may with far greater juſtneſs obſerye, that © had 
4 the body of Chriſtians in thoſe times been generally Uni- 
c tzarians, the common people would, no doubt, have been 


n eee mort againſt their Tyini- 
4 tarian biſhops.” 


Dr P. is extremely anxious to deprive Euſebius of his 
long-eſtabliſhed character, as an ecclefiaſtical hi . Not 
is this ſurpriſing ; as, during its continuance, it Vaſt be no 
inconſiderable obſtacle to the eſtabliſhment of his own, To 
ſerve his purpoſe, he charges him with being *« inconſiſtent 
„with himſelf.” This is a heavy charge againſt an hiſtorian. 
But how is it proved? Why, Euſebius accuſes Beryllus, 
Biſhop of Boſtra, of introducing new doctrines; while he 
hath himſelf granted that the ſame were taught long before, 
But our author has here forgot the old advice, Feſtina len- 
te. His zeal has hurried him on too faſt. For Eu- 
ſebius does not uſe a word correſponding with zew in the 
Doctor's tranſlation z which ſeems to have been made 
from the Latin of Valeſius, who, without any reaſon, ren- 
ders & by nova et aliena. But though the ſame doctrine 
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We taht by ethers, us it was tick that of the church, 
Euſebius might futely take leave to fay that “ Beryllus 


* attempted to introduce certaity things " foreign to the 
'« faith “.“ And this is his whole crime. 


Dr P. brings the ſame charge againſt Sozomen, and a- 
gainſt Socrates alſo : as it is neceffary that the whole ſue- 


ceſſion of ancient eccleſiaſtical hiſtorians ſhould be proved 
unworthy of regard in theſe enlightened: times, (except in 
as far as their teſtimony can be turned againſt their own 


faith) and give place to others, whoſe ſuperior judgment 
and conſiſtency, candour and information, qualify them un- 


| ſpeakably more for being hiſtorians of the corruptions of | 
Chriſtianity. The immediate defign is to invalidate the 


teſtimony of theſe hiſtorians to the novelty of the Unitarian 


ſyſtem. © Sozomen ſays,” according to our author, that 
Marcellus introduced a new dofrine—— ; and yet, in 


« the ſame ſeftion he fays of him, that he adopted the opi- 


nion of Paulus Samoſatenfis +.'” But the Doctor muſt 
know that the term which he tranſlates introduced, may 
with as much propriety be rendered, perſuaded to, and that 
it is often uſed in this ſenſe. He alfo renders in the fingu- 
lar number, what in the Greek is plural, and ought to have 
been new doctrines. Perhaps, the Doctor thought that by 
this change, the ſelf-contradiftion of the hiſtorian might be 


moſt clearly manifeſted; as he wiſhes it to appear that the | 


new doctrine was what is afterwards called the opinion of 
Paulus. But the expreſſion new dofrines, may refer to 
ſome peculiarities in the ſyſtem aſcribed to Marcellus, though 
it was ſuppoſed to be ſubſtantially the ſame with that of 
Paulus. For one doctrine is here attributed to the former, 
CIs 


ec W r Hiſt, lib. vi. 
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f Vol. iii. p. 313. 


* 


c 


a | 07 Dr 's Anſwers Bock VI. 


Ss 0 d dag 6 have aſſerted that © the kingdom of 
„ Chriſt ſhould have an end.” Beſides, if Marcellus was, 
as Dr P. elſewhere affirms, a Philoſophical Unitarian, he 
differed very much from Paulus. | 
But the truch is, the language of Sozomen is not bil 
repreſented by Dr P. For though that hiſtorian ſays, that 
Marcellus adopted the opinion of Paulus, the other aſſertion is 
not properly his. He is giving the ſentiments of the coun- 
eil that condemned him, expreſſing himſelf thus; © The 
“ biſhops, who met at Conſtantinople, depoſed and excom- 
« municated Marcellus, — as the author of, or © as perſua- 
ding to new doctrines . He farther obſerves, that So- 
zomen calls Photinus the introducer of a new hereſy, 
« when in the ſame chapter, he,ſays that he held the ſame 
opinions with Sabellius and Paulus Samoſatenſis +.” But 
this was ſtill a new hereſy, in the ſenſe in which the ancients 
| uſed that term. For though the doctrine of Theodotus, of 
Artemon, of Paulus, and of Photinus, was the ſame, they 
ſpeak of theſe as diſtin herefies ; becauſe they appeared 
at different times, and ſucceſſively gave new diſturbance to 
the church. Theſe various heretics were followed by di- 


-  ftin bodies of men, who received different names. 


He fays «© that Photinus is alſo charged with being the au- 
« thor of his own opinion by Socrates,” though © he had be- 
fore mentioned him as a diſciple of Marcellus.” But the 
former expreſſion ſimply ſignifies that © Photinus declared 
2 the doQtrine which he had hit upon, or * found 

* ag 
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« as it were by chance *.” But Dr P. ſeems reſolved. to in- 


fer à great deal more from the words of theſe hiſto- 


rians than themſelves meant. For he obſerves, concerning 
them in general, © that no Unitarian is mentioned, but he is 


« ſaid to have been the fit to have taught the Unitarian 


« doctrine . 


W 


new, is employed by Dr P. after making the following con- 
 ceffion ; * But it is poſlible, as I have obſerved before, that 
4 by novelty, theſe writers might ſometimes mean nothing 


more than hereſy t. Here it is only poſſible that this 


might be their meaning. But the Doctor was in no doubt 
about it, before he ſeems to have obſerved, that this uſe 
of the term might be converted into a proof of the incon- 
ſiſtency of theſe hiſtorians. For having ſaid that Tertul - 
lian and others appealed to the churches planted by the A- 
poſlles, and defined that to be the true faith, which was the 


moſt ancient, he adds; © In this manner, however, hereſy 


ti and novelty came to be conſidered as ſynonymous, Thus 
s the term xavoroux ſeems to be uſed by Athanaſius, With- 
« out attending to this circumſtance, we ſhall often be miſ- 
« led in reading eccleſiaſtical hiſtory, - For it is not unuſual 
« with hiſtorians to ſpeak of an opinion as new when they 
e themſelves have ſid that it was adopted from ſome other 
* perſon ||.” Certainly the Doctor has not ſufficiently ar- 
tended to thts circumſtance, though it was in his eye, when 


attempting thence to prove the inconſiſtency of ancient hi- 


ſtorians. He bent, Bon JOE the pit, which be has 
digged for others. 


Our author continues the „ os a a 
: Eez a in 
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Euſebius. This,” he obſerves, may certainly be ſaid 


** 
, * 4 * ＋ 


the. ground he had formerly occupied, and through 
which we have already followed him, he again fingles out 


* in favour of the Unitarians, that they did not contradiQ 


'& themſelves on this ſubject, but uniformly maintained that 
e theirs was the ancient doctrine tranſmitted to them from 
the Apoſtles. Whereas Euſebius manifeſtly contradids 
.« himſelf . Rut if theſe heretics did not contradict them. -—- 
ſelves as to the general claim of antiquity, they at leaſt con- 


tradicted one another. For while the Sabellians and Noe- 


- tians, whom our author dignifies with the name of Unita- 
riant, and who fo firmly believed the deity of Chriſt, that 


they made him to be the Father, aſſerted that their doctrine 


was that of the Apoſtles ; Theodotus, Paulus Samoſatenſis, 


Photinus and their adherents, who held Chriſt to be a mere 
man, claimed the ſame origin. Dr P. himſelf cannot pre- 


ber, that the claims of both were well-founded. Like the 


witneſſes ſuborned by the Jews, who agreed in ac- 
cuſing Jeſus, theſe different claſſes of heretics were equal - 
ly enemies. to the truth. anmeing 


did not agree together. 


But how is it proved that Euſebius — bimſelf? | 
He certainly knew,” it is faid, that Juſtin Martyr had 
© not only mentioned Unitarians as exiſting in his time, but 
had alfo treated them with much reſpect. But though 
this were true, how could it amount to a proof of ſelf-con- 
tradition in Euſebius? Though be had Zzown that Juſtin 
had actually acknowledged them to be the firſt Chriſtians, 


if Euſebius had not /az4 ſo, whatever might be thought of 
his candour, he could not be charged with ſelf. contradiction: 
Where is our author's own candour here, which he former- 


ly diſplayed when treating of this very pallage of 1 
2 „ 
3 315. | F | 


Chap III. + 20 Objettions. 47 
I am no doubt influenced,” he ſays, © in my conſtruction 
« of this particular paſſage by the perſuaſion that I have, 
« from other independent evidence, that the Unitarians 
were, in fact, the majority of Chriſtians in the time of 
Juſtin.— Another perſon, having a different perſuaſion 
« concerning the ſtate of opinions in that age, will natural - 
« ly be inclined to put a different conſtruction on this paſ- - 
„ ſage.” = Before it can appear, that Euſebius new that Ju- 
ſtin had treated the Unitarians with much reſpe&,” it 
mult be proved that he ſaw with Dr P.'s eyes. Has our 
author found any Trinitarian, ancient or modern, who can 
perceive this great reſpect in Juſtin's treatment of them? 
Why is Euſebius the only orthodox writer, to whom. the 
| liberty of ſeeing differently from Dr. P. muſt be refuſed? 
It is evidently ſuppoſed, in this aſſertion, that the ancient 
hiſtorian Knew the juſtneſs of the Unitarian claims. Let, 
in the page immediately preceding, ſpeaking of Euſebius 
and other writers, as teſtifying that 4 the primitive church ' 
« was orthodox in their ſenſe of the word,” Dr P. ſays; 
„They were, no doubt, willing to have it thought ſo, and, 
« without conſidering it very particularly, maght preſume 
« that it was ſo.” Pray, whether is it the ancient, or tha 
modern hiſtorian, who is chargeable with nn 
tion 2 

Res this be en cal 266i pens ae 
It appears rather out of place. It is immediately added 
And to ſay nothing of his on teſtimony to the Apoſtle 
< John having been the firſt who taught with clearneſs, and 
with effect, the doctrine of the divinity of Chriſt; he 
* himſelf ſpeaks of the Ebionites as cotemporary with 
« Cerinthus, who by his own account lived in the time of 
the Apoſtle John.” That Euſebius has ſaid nothing of 
| this kind concerning John, os bets lend RY Dre P. 

Eez. ſhews, 
Vol. iii. p. 284. + See above, p. 388. 
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ſne ws, indeed, how much he's ir u b bs degli. charge 
| agaiuſt Euſebius. It is true that the latter ſpeaks of the 
Ebionites as cotemporary with Cerinthus, and quotes Ire- 
neus as relating the ſtory of John meeting Cerinthus at 
the bath. But has Euſebius alſo ſaid that the doctrine of 
the Ebionites was that of the Apoſtles? Then, indeed, he 
would have been liable to the charge of ſelf contradiction. 
Does he not aſſert that they were ner "Gs gs of a 
© malignant demon?“ 

But our author makes no Srupte of inferiing the die 
origin of the doctrine from the antiquity of the perſons; 
nor of charging Euſebius with ſelf. oontradiction for grant - 
ing the one, though it does not appear, that the poor man 
was ſo ſharp- ſighted as to perceive its neceſſary! connexion 
_ the other. With equal eaſe it might be proved that 

the moſt ancient hereſy, which conſiſted in denying the 
threatening of death, was the true revelation. For it was 
practiſed in paradiſe, the author of it was cotemporary with 
the firſt believers, and his doctrine was preferred by them 
to the other. Nay, in every age, it has had the afſent of 
the majority. It might eaſily be proved that modern = 
bionites, by denying: original ſin and eternity of ſuffering, 
ſtill reject the threatening in its proper ſenſe, and view this 
molt ancient hereſy as the doctrine of God. 

As if our author had been apprehenſive that his unnatu- 
ral inferences from the writings of Euſebius, in proof of 
the antiquity of the Unitarian doctrine, could be of no a- 
vail; he ſeems reſolved to invalidate, as far as poſlible, his 
evidence on the other fide. He pretends to account for the 
violent part which that writer always takes againſt Unita- 

rians, from his being © himſelf ſtrongly ſuſpected of Arian- 
e iſm,” when the Athanaſian doctrine was prevalent ; and 
ſuppoſes that he © would wiſh to make the moſt of ſuch 


to * 
e. 


Chap. III. to Objefliom, 439 
| ee to cethddany a he had, and incline to bew his 
« zeal by invectives againſt thoſe who were more here - 
« tical than himſelf .“ But ſtill this is reaſoning from 
mere ſuppoſition ; and the ſuppoſition made is deſtitute of 
2 proper foundation. Euſebius has been thus calumniated 
by Le Clere and other modern writers of the Socinian par- 
ty. Some of the ancients alſo ſuſpected him of Arianiſm; 
though, it would ſeem, without ſufficient reaſon But till it 
be proved that he lay under this ſuſpicion by the generality 
of the orthodox in his own time, and knew that he was 
thus ſuſpected, we muſt refuſe the very foundation of Dy 
P.'s hypothetical reaſoning. 

- He cloſes this chapter by endeavouring to anſwer an ob- 
 jeftion which muſt have occurred to every unprejudiced | 
reader, in peruſing the preceding part of his work: © It 
may be ſaid, if the majority of Chriſtians in early times 
« were Unitarians, why did they not excommunicate the 
« innovating Trinitarians ?” To this the Doctor replies; 
The doctrine of the Trinity was not in its origin, ſuch as. 
could give much alarm, as I have already explained.“ 
The explanation referred to is, I ſuppoſe, the account given 
from Juſtin, and others, of the Son as the Logos of the Fa- 
ther. Our author thinks that Juſtin © was the firit, or 
« one of the firſt, who advanced the doctrine of the perma- 
nent perſonality of the Logos +.” Therefore, he ſeems 
to date the origin of the doctrine of the Trinity from his 
time. Now, Dr P.'s aſſertion muſt mean that this dodrine 
as taught by him, could not © give much alarm.” 

But though we do not find the very term he (as cor- 
reſponding with Trinity) in any of the works aſcribed to 
Juſtin, which are generally allowed to be genuine we have 
the doctrine clearly enough expreſſed. It has been ſeen 
that, in various parts of his works, Juſtin exprefsly declares 

Ee that 
P. 316. I Vol. ii. 5, 53. 8 
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that he and his fellow Chriſtians worſhipped three Perſons ; 
and this may be yet more fully proved. He declares this 
to heathens . He evidently maintains a diſtinction of 

| perſons. He ſpeaks of the perſon of the Holy Spirit as di- 
ſtinct from that of the Father ; and declares that the Son 
is numerically diſtin from him who made the world}. 
He acknowledges that the worſhip given to Jeſus was ob- 
jected to Chriſtians by their adverſaries, as a proof that they 
were ſo mad as to prefer a crucified man to the 9 
able and eternal God the Father of all {. 

He, with equal plainneſs, proclaims the ſame doctrine to 
Jews. Now, as according to Dr P., the primitive Chri- 
Gizns bad grectfety ths fm ideas of ths fovigs unity with 
the Jews, what objections ſoever were made to the doctrine 
of the Trinity, in its origin, by the latter, miſt alſo have 
been made by the former; and therefore, whatever alarm 
it gave to the one, the ſame it muſt have given to the o- 
ther. But how does Trypho the Jew receive the doctrige 
of Juſtin concerning the Logos? It appears to him to be 
the introduction of a new God. Anſwer me,” he ſays, 
how you can prove that there is another God, beſide the 
% Maker of all,” Fell. He compares the doctrine of 
Chriſt's divinity to the folly of the Greeks, in aſſerting that 
Perſeus derived his 9 from Jupiter by the EP; Da- 
nas oo, 0 

Now, if this a i in its pretended. origin, gave ſo 
great alarm to Jews ; according to Dr P. s ſyſtem, the pri- 
mitive CI muſt have been warmed 1 in the ſame man- 
ner 
* Apol. ii. p. 56, 60. Lak 
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Chap, Il. . YI e 
ner and degree. Though it ware us in. bla. fee that 
Juſtin and the other Ante-Nicene Fathers held the Son and. 
$pirit to be inferior to the firſt perſon , it would not in the 
leaſt invalidate our argument. For ſtill they aſcribed to 
them the honours of deity, and gave them religious wor- 


Neal of going kh tat i wh Had hy ch it 
may eaſily be proved, that this doctrine muſt have given 
more, than in any ſubſequent period. For univerſal expe- 
rience teſtifies that any doctrine, which at firſt view ftrikes 
at the root of long-eſtabliſhed opinions, (as this, according 
to Dr P.'s hypotheſis, muſt undoubtedly have done) excites 
moſt horror when firſt broached. As Polycarp, and moſt 
probably, many others, who had heard the truth from ſome 
of the apoſtles themſelves, were alive, when Juſtin began 
to write; their alarm muſt have been in proportion to the 
force of the impreſſion made by ſuch indubitable evidence. 
The facred Scripture is, indeed, the more ſure word of pro- 
pbecy. But thoſe ' who immediately heard the apoſtles, 
could appeal, as to thee dodtrines they bell, to one kind of 
evidence unknown in ſucceeding ages. They had Beard 
with their ears. X 
Dr P. adds, that this dess „ win dr Wl 
the common people, as an article of faith neceſſary to 
« their ſalvation, or indeed as a thing which they were at 
all concerned to know *.” That the contrary is the 
truth, appears from the very writings of Juſtin Martyr. For 
he evidently makes the divinity of Chriſt a fundamental 
article in the whole of his Dialogue. Trypho, indeed, is 
ſuppoſed to have been a Rabbi, But ſhall we thence con- 
clude that thoſe, who are ſaid to have introduced this doc- 
trine, thought that one faith was required of the re | 
and another of the unlearned? | | | 
5 What 
Vol. iii. p. 317. 
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What EE a, infullicient & 
tte the diffintty 5—* And before it became very formi- 
« dable, there was a great majority of the learned and phi- 
« loſophizing Chriſtians. on its fide,” But it has been ſeen, 
that it was fully as obnoxious” and alarming at firſt, as it 
could ever be; becauſe even Juſtin urged the worſhip of 
Jeſus, and the adverſaries of Chriſtians, both Jews and 
heathens, charged them with the worſhip of a man. If 
thoſe who were without the church were ſo well acquaint- 


ed with this doctrine; if Jews were ſo much alarmed at it 


as to make it the great objection to Chriſtianity, (as Try- 
pho undoubtedly does) can it be ſuppoſed, with the leaſt 


' ſhadow of reaſon, that the whole body of Chriſtians, ſted- 


faſtly adhering to the apoſtolic doctrine of the fimple huma- 
nity, ſhould take no alarm whatſoever ? Were they not 
alarmed, when many of their teachers preached the deity of 
Chriſt, as the only ſcriptural doctrine. Not at all, our au- 
thor virtually replies. They gave themſelves no trouble, 
till it had © the majority of the learned on its fide.” Then, 
indeed, like wiſe men, they raiſed a great outcry. They 


were not afraid of the diſeaſe, though its ſymptoms were 


ſtill mortal, till it was evidently paft remedy. | But when 
this was the caſe, they tried various methods for effecting 
a cure. Some left the church. Others kept their own 
truly orthodox biſhops, though condemned by all their 
| brethren. But as for their predeceſſors, though mighty 


good men, they were ſo very peaceable, and ſo ditferent 
from thoſe who followed them in the ſame faith, that they 


patiently ſubmitted to their teachers, while they, to their 
conviction, held ſorth a plurality of gods. They were 
even willing to join with them in the worſhip of a mere 
man, if they were themſelves ſuffered to continue in the 


church. When one man, Theodotus by name, was ſo ho- 


neſt 
3 


volt ns to contind h for ths fu a” 
| ſaints, he, as far as can be learned, ſtood alone. Though 


he was ſo unjuſtly treated as to be excommunicated, merely 


for holding what the great majority knew to be the apoſto- 
lical doctrine, we have no evidence that he had any. adhe- 
rents. For Dr P. obſerves, that © we have no certain ac- 
« count of any ſeparate ſocieties of Unitarians, till the ex- 
s communication of Paulus, fifty years after. 


= 


CHAPTER TV. 


| Diret Evidence that the primitive Chriftians were Trint- 
tarians ; with ſome other 'Con/iderations. . 
: N — attempted to prove that all the Fathers 
f of the three firſt centuries were Unitarians. The ex- 
travagance of this claim has been ſo clearly demonſtrated, 
eſpecially by Mr Burgh, that our learned author, the fel- 
low-labourer of the gentleman formerly mentioned in the 
glorious work of derogating from the Saviour, has found it 
neceſſary to fall in his demands. As nothing can be made 
of the Fathers, he will be content with the children. He 
has granted that the learned, from the time of Juſtin at 
leaſt, were almoſt all believers in the divinity of Jeſus, 
His attempts to ſhew that the majority of the common peo- 
ple were Unitarians, I have fully. conſidered ; and ſhall now 
oppate ome eirvil evidere to/whet, 8 
this name. 

A variety of paſſages might be quoted from the Apeſto- 
lical Fathers, directly proving that the primitive church 
was Trinitarian, But our author holds himſelf in readineſs 
to object to any evidence from them, unleſs it be in his on 


favour, 


favour. However, 1 be eter a 
two from the Epiſtle of the Chureh of Smyrna, concerning 
the martyrdom of Polycarp; as its authenticity is atteſted 
by Euſobius. From this Epiſtle we learn that Polycarp, 
when he was at the ſtake, addreſſed a prayer to God, which 
he concluded with this doxology ; © For all things, I praiſe 
« thee, I bleſs thee, I glorify thee, together with the eter- 
nal and heavenly Jeſus Chriſt, with whom, unto thee 
and the Holy Spirit, be glory both now and for ever, 
« world without end. Amen “.“ As Bingham obſerves , 
although this be read, as it is recorded by Euſebius, it makes 
no alteration in the ſenſe. For the prayer till concludes 
with a doxology to the three divine Perſons j By whom, 
to thee, together with him and the Holy Spirit, he 
* both now and for ever. Amen . 

In the ſame Epiſtle, the Church of. Scams inflict 
other churches to which ſhe wrote, that the Jews ſuggeſted 
to the Roman Proconſul, and inſiſted on it, that he ſhould 
not deliver up the body of Polycarp to be buried, leſt the 
Chron, |? an who was crucified, ſhould wor- 
« ſhip. the other, Not knowing,” ſay they, © that we 
can never either forſake Chriſt, who ſuffered for the ſal- 
vation of the whole world of them that are ſaved, the juſt 
« for the unjuſt, or worſhip any other. For we worſhip 
him, as being the Son of God, But we love the mar- 

« tyrs, according to their deſert, on account of their inſu- 

\ on perable 
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« perable regard to their on King und Maſter®,” Here 
Ger diſtinguiſh, in the cleareſt mange, berween that worſhip | 
which they gave to Chriſt, and that affection which they had 
for his moſt eminent diſciples. Hence alſo it appears that, 
even in this early age, it was well known to the enemies of 
the Chriſtians, that they worſhipped their Lord. 

I has formerly been proved from Juſtin, tat fits i 
the Trinity was required of the moſt rude and Wheerate, in 
order to their admiſſion to baptiſm f. In one of his Apo- 
logies, he ſays; We adore and love the Word of the un+ 
begotten and inviſible God $.” In the other, he replies to 
the charge of Atheiſm in the following manner; Him 
(the Father of righteouſneſs) and that Son who hath pro- 
4 ceeded from him, and taught theſe things to us and alſo 
* to that army of others who are his ſervants and conform 
« ed to him, vis. the good angels, and the prophetical 
Spirit, we worſhip and adore, honouring them in word 
and in truth, and candidly delivering theſe things to e- 
very one who is willing to be inſtructed, as we ourſelves 
pi pee oh En nt, 4 
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be Chriſtians did not worſhip the Son and. Spirit as well as 
the Father, there was an impious fallacy in the anſwer to 
the accuſations of their enemies, totally unworthy of the 
character of Juſtin, nay, of any fincere Chriſtian, Beſides, 
tis holy Martyr. declares that the worſhip of the Father, 
| Son and Spirit, was inculcated by him and his brethren on 
every one inclining to learn, that is, on all who wiſhed to 
_ qualify themſelves for admiſſion to the privileges of Chri- 
ſtianity. And they inculcated this, not as an innovation of 
their own, but as what they had themſelves been tang ht. 
Afterwards, in anſwer to the ſame charge, when Juſtin 
has obſerved that they rationally ** Qa 2092) celebrate the 
« Maker of all things,” he adds, And having, in the ſe- 
« cond place, him who hath become our inſtructor in theſe 
« things, and for this end been born Jeſus Chriſt, and been 
« crucified under Pontius Pilate, being taught that he is tru- 
ly the Son of God himſelf, and the prophetical Spirit 
« in the third order, we ſhall ſhew that we honour them 
_ 4 rationally, For herein they charge us with madneſs, af- 
« ſerting that we give the ſecond place, after the unchange- 
% able and eternal God, to a crucified man; being igno- 
« rant of the myſtery which is in this, which, while we 
« explain to you, we beg your attention .“ 4 
| Juſtin here ſeems to ſpeak of the order of ſubſiſtence, as 5 
generally regulating the order of addreſs, and not of differ- 
ent kinds or degrees of worſhip. But this is of no conſe- 
quence to the argument; as Dr P. denies that the gene- 
rality 
| jp; TRUTH, aaf rer TAY aN etre N. 2 yaban 
ery yineu Fearer, xh Ts T0 TrPyrixor Cee, xa seen 
die, N xai Anda THAEITE;, . THITE BSN Abu, w; 18 
 daxInuer, ad, vhgανοονννιç Apol. ii. p. 56: 
* Ib. p. 60. 


„ — elighns._ 
adoration to the 8on, or to the Spirit as a diſtinct perſon. 
This paſſage proves that it was underſtood by the heathen, 
that Jeſus was worſhipped by Chriſtians in general; and 
that Juſtin had no thought of denying the charge. But he 
accuſes their enemies of ignorance of that myſtery, which 
was the foundation of this worſhip. This is that of the Son 
being of the ſame eſſence with the Father. For he imme- 
diately proceeds to ſhew, that he was © the Reaſon, and 
„ the Word of God,—the power of God,—and his own 
« Word;” as he had already afferted that he was ( truly 
« the Son of God himſelf.” 

It would be vain to pretend that the Martyr gives an ac- 
count of his own practice only, and that of a few who were 
of his opinion. For the charge of worſhipping a crucified 
man was evidently exhibited againſt the Chriſtians as a bo- 
dy. If the general faith and practice had not been corre- 
ſpondent with thoſe of Juſtin, he certainly would have de- 
nied the charge as laid. He was bound in juſtice to do ſo. 
For as the worſhip of one who had been crucified was the 
greateſt obſtacle to the progreſs of Chriſtianity, and pecu- 
larly excited the indignation of their adverſaries, whether 
Jews or heathens ; the works referred to being called Apo- 
dogies for the Chriſtiant; Juſtin was bound fairly to repre- 
| ſent the faith and. practice of the body, and not bis own pri- 
vate opinions. 

Had the majority been on the Unitarian fide, Juſtin, if 
we may believe our author, would have been the laſt man 
to have acted ſuch a part as he undoubtedly does. For, ac- 
| cording to Dr P., the doctrine of the Trinity © was not ob- 
| truded upon the common people, as an article of faith 
* neceſſary to their ſalvation ; or, indeed, as a thing that they 
were at all concerned to know s.“ According to him, 


| _— 
Vol. iii. p. 319. | 


the courſe of this diſpute, it is evident that the doctrine of 
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Fe defence dd he och eisen „ bes Adegüy th 
| « air of an apology, and he even intimites ſome degree of 


doubt with reſpect to it “.“ Can it be ſuppoſed that fo 


modeſt and candid a writer would ſubje& the whole church 


to hatred and perſecution, by daring to publiſh his 6, 
R HERO 


But as he preſented theſe Apologies to the Emperors, in 


| the name of the Chriſtian world, their contents muſt have 


been generally ' known . Now, had they contained xz 
declaration of doftrines not generally believed, or ay 


_ acknowledgment of cuſtoms not generally obſerved, nay, 


directly oppoſed to the faith and practice of the majority; 
inſtead of being venerated as the able apologiſt of the Chri- 


ſtians, he would have been abandoned as a baſe calumniator, 


who falſely. charged his friends with grofs idolatry ; if not 
denounced to thoſe in power as a traitor, who wiſhed, on 


_ unjuſt grounds, to excite the indignation of the Emperor a- 


gainſt them. Had Chriſtians in general entertained the 


- fame ideas concerning the faith and worſhip of the Tri- 
nity, with thoſe who now pretend to. be their genuine 
| ſucceſſors, and poſſeſſed but the one half of their aſſidu- 


ity ; from a laudable principle of ſelf-defence, they would 


have oppoſed the pretended Apologies of Juſtin, by giving 


a true account of their faith and worſhip ; and would have 
been eſpecially careful to remove the great ſtumbling-block 


of their adverſaries, by ſhewing that they acknowledged 


God the Father as the only obje& of their adoration. 
Juſtin, in his Dialogue lays it down as a firſt principle, 
that the prophecies of the Old Teſtament harmonize in de- 
claring that the Meſſiah ſhould be God. Therefore, when 
Trypho defires him to prove that Jeſus is the Meſſias, he 
poſtpones this proof, till he has advanced the other f. In 


* Ibid. p. 287. © + Dial, p. 254. 


Chap. IV. © were Trinitarians. 449 


the divinity of Jeſus is the great ſtumbling-block to his 
Jewiſh antagoniſts. Now, Trypho and his friends reply 
merely by a contemptuous ſneer ; then, by endeavouring 


grant their force in part; but in a little, they repreſent the 


whole ſyſtem as paradoxical and abſurd e. Trypho, at 


leaſt, being a man of learning, muſt have known the doc- 
trine of the generality of Chriſtians on ſo important a point. 
Yet, notwithſtanding all the time conſumed in this part of 


the argument, and all the objeQions made, it is never once 


infinuated by him that Juſtin's doctrine was an innovation a- 


to be well-founded; as it would not only have ſhorten- 
ed the debate, but tended to filence his adverſary. | 
When Trypho and his companions expreſs their with to 
know the proofs of the deity of Chriſt, Juſtin replies that 
theſe © would appear ſtrange to them, though they daily 


read them ;” adding, that you may thence know that, 


« on account of your own wickedneſs, God hath with- 
« held from you the power of underſtanding his wiſdom in 
( theſe words +.” If Juſtin thought that the knowledge of 
_ this doctrine was hid from the Jews becauſe of their wick- 
edneſs, could he think or ſpeak with much reſpect of thoſe 
_ amongſt profeſſed Chriſtians, from whom this doctrine was 
equally hid ? Were they entitled to more forbearance, 


ſeriouſly to confute the Martyr's arguments. Now, they | 


mong Chriſtians, and not generally believed. This ob- 
jection he undoubredly would have made, had he known it 


rute "they wounded the Saviour is the lat f, % 


friends? 
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place, where he continues his proof of the deity of Chill, 
' After proving that two divine perſons are mentioned as en · 
gaged in the deſtruction of Sodom, he ſubjoins ; * And a: 
« gain, when the word declares that God in the beginning 
& ſaid, Behold, Adam is become. as one of. us ; this. expteſ 
* fon, at one of ut, even this is declarative of number, 
« But theſe, words are not to be underſtood figuratively, as 
the ſophiſts attempt to explain them, who can neither ut- 
ter nor underſtand the truth “.“ 

1t is evident that, during the diſpute, Teypho gil rear 
ſons as a Socinian would do in our own times, and Juſtin 
replies like one who has no title to the, honourable appella- 
tion of a rational believer. ©, You attempt, the Jew ſays, 
eto demonſtrate a thing incredible and nearly impoſſible, 
« that God ſhould ſubmit to be born, and to become man.” 
If I attempted to prove this,“ the ſimple Chriſtian replies, 
by human doctrines and arguments, you ought by no 
means to bear with me. But fince I have again and a- 
gain mentioned ſo many paſſages of Scripture expreſſive 
« of. this, as it is reaſonable to believe. that you acknow- 
« ledge them, you become obdurate againſt the knowledge 
of the mind and will of God. But if you are reſolved 
« to continue in this ſituation, it can do me no injury. But 
I ſhall leave you, ſtill holding the nnn 129 5 
„ before we met . 

In another place, Juſtin having Gat from Plal 
xlv. that Chriſt is God, and the object of worſhip,” 


. plainly 


® Kai r ora Aiyn 6 Moyog Wgnxiras Tor Otten en, gat, 408 
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accounted Chriſtians. For he adds; And that the Word 
« of God ſpeaks to them who believe, as being one ſoul, 
« and one ſynagogue, and one church, even to the church 
« as to a daughter begotten from his name, and bearing 
« this very name (for we are all called. Chriſtians) the 
« words in like manner clearly declare,” Then he quotes, 
Hearken, O daug bier, &c *. Had the generality of Chri- 
ſtians refuſed the worſhip of the Son as idolatry, Trypho's 


reply was at hand, that this expoſition. was contrary to the 


general faith. of the church. It is not ſuppoſable that he 
who objected the offenſive practice of the Gnoſtics, would 
have overlooked this. Had there been a difference of ſen- 


| timent on this head, among thoſe who called themſelves 


one church, nnn whey he 
deſcribed them as one ſoul. | 
But on the contrary, Tropha einde hn ee e faith af 
Gentile Chriſtians at leaſt, without any exception For he 
ſays; He it ſo, that, as theſe ſcriptures ſignify, he is ac - 
* knowledged the Lord, and Chriſt, and God, of you Gen- 
tiles, who alſo all affect to be called Chriſtians from his 
„name. But we, being the worſhippers of that very God 
* who made this perſon, have no occaſion, either to con- 
feſs, or to adore him . | 
F f 2 10 As 
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Ibid. p. 287. 
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As Theophilus, who was cotemporary with Juſtin Mar. 
tyr, aſſerts the doctrine of the Trinity, we may ſafely in- 
fer that both he and the church-of Antioch, over which he- 
prefided, adored the Three-one God. Speaking of the crea- 
tion, he ſays; „ The three days, which preceded the for- 
* mation of the luminaries, repreſent the Trinity, God, 
© and his Word, and his Wiſdom *.“ The Chronicle of 
Alexandria has preſerved an extract from the Apology of 
| Melito, Biſhop of Sardis, a writer of the ſame age, which 
| clearly ſhews the nature bf the Chriſtian worſhip. - © We 
&« are not,” he fays, worſhippers of ſtones, —but we are 
« worſhippers of the one God, who is before all, and 
« in all, in his pomadometattans. Hicks the eternal 
Word f.“ 

Although Tatian, after the death of his maſter Juſtin, 
adopted ſeveral abſurd and heretical opinions, yet as he has 
never been accuſed of error as to the object of worſhip, he 
may be ſuſtained as a ſufficient witneſs on this ſubject. In 
reply to the accuſations of the heathen, he ſays; We do 
“ not, O Grecians, act the part of fools, nor do we tell 
« you idle ſtories, nn hey EE 


« the human form 1.“ 5 . 
thenagoras, 
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+ PUB Rs 1 as it is given by Bees 
heim, partly in the Greek, and partly tranſlated into Latin. 
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lexandr. Olymp. ccxxxvi. p. 259. Ed. R. he Spanheim. 
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Athenagoras, who flouriſhed A. 177. refutes the charge 
of the heathen, in the ſame manner as Juſtin Martyr. « Who 


js not filled with admiration,” he ſays, that we who 


« declare God the Father, and God the Son, and the Ho- 
ly Spirit, ſhewing both the power of their unity, and 
« the diſtinction of their order, ſnould be called perverſe 
« atheiſts *?” © We are not atheiſts, who reckon as God 
95 — ENROOREN 


from him 4.” 


We have formerly conſidered the various neee 
ven by Irenæus, as to the faith of the univerſal church in 
his time; from which it clearly appears that Jeſus was ac- 


| knowledged as the object of worſhip. 


. Clompn Aliment 
was a Trinitarian, This is undeniable. But it is evident 
that he had no idea of the majority of Chriſtians in the Ca- 
tholic church being Unitarians, or of perſons, known to be | 
of this principle, being ſuffered in her communion. - He 
flouriſhed towards the latter part of the [ſecond century; 
and he, in the ſtrongeſt terms, declares the unity of the 
church, in his time.“ From theſe things,” he ſays, © 1 
is evident, in my opinion, that the true church is one, 


that which 1s truly primitive, to which thoſe belong who 


are juſt according to pre-ordination. For as there is one 
God, and one Lord, therefore alſo that which is honour- 

l 6 able 
ee beet m erden. Tatian. cont. | 
Græcos, p. 159. 
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able in the higheſt degree has the commendation of uni- 
ty, being an imitation of the one beginning. Therefore 
unity of nature is given by lot to the one church, which 
« herefies attempt to divide into many. Therefore, with 
reſpect to ſubſiſtence, and ſentiment, and beginning, 
4 and excellence, we aſſert that the ancient and Catholic 
4 church is one, in the unity of one faith, according to her 
proper teſtaments, or rather, according to that teſtament 
„ which is one, with the difference of time only; that 
4 church,—in which are gathered together, by the will of | 
one God, through one Lord, thoſe who have been al- 
ready ordained, whom God hath predeſtinated, having 
* known them, as thoſe who would be juſt, before the 
foundation of the world. But the excellence of the church, 
as being the principle of conjunction, conſiſts in her u- 
4 nity, ſurpaſſing all other things, and having nothing of 
the ſame kind, or equal to hetfelf . 

Then he proceeds to ſpeak of the different claſſes of he- 
retics; among whom he reckons the Phrygians and Pera- 
tict. Elſewhere ſpeaking of heretics, he ſays; © Theſe 
« are they who from the beginning have left the church. 
« But he who falls into hereſy, paſſes through a wilderneſs 
« wherein there is no water.” Applying to them the 
words of the wiſe man, according to the Septuagint verſion 
of Prov. ix. 28. he ſays that the ffrange water ſpoken f 
is heretical baptiſm, which he denies to be proper and 
„ genuine water T..“. 

As Clemens preſided over the kene ſchool of Alexan- 
dria for che inſtructien of youth in the principles of reli- 
| gion, if the majority of Chriſtians had then been Unita- 
rians, eſpecially if they had abounded as much in Africa as 
is pretended by Dr P., it is inconceivable that church-mem- 

g | | bers 
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bers would have ſubmitted to have their children inſtrußted 
in principles fo. contrary to their own, and initiated in a 


worſhip which they muſt have accounted idolatrous. His 


Pædagagus may be confidered as examplifying the manner 
in which he taught thoſe entruſted to his cate. For near 
the cloſe, he uſes this addreſs; © 'O foſter · children of hlef- 
« ſed inſtruction, let us fill up the beautiful perſon of the 

« church, and as children run to our good mother; and if 


« we become hearers of the Word, let us glorify the bleſſed 


« economy, by which man (Tadaywyura:) is indeed trained 
« up, and ſanCtified as a little child of God. The Logos acts 
« and teaches, and inſtructs in all things. He governs the 


1 ſtate, preſides over agriculture, rules and miniſters, and is 


« the univerſal architect.— This is that Logos: This 1s 
the Pedagogue (or Inſtructor) the Creator of man, and 


« of the world, and by theſe means now alſo the Inftruftor | 


« of the world; by whoſe command we both ſtand toge · 


ther, waiting the judgment. What then remains, after 
ſuch a panegyric of the Logos. Let us pray to the Lo- 
gos. Be propitious to thy children, O Pedagogue, Fa- 
« ther, Director of Iſrael, Son and Father, both one, Lord. 
Grant that, —praifing night and day, even to the 

day, we may give thanks to, and praiſe, the only Fa- 
ther and Son, the Son and Father, the Pedagogue, and 
the Son the teacher, with the Holy Ghoſt, all in one ; 


in whom are all things; through whom are all things in 


* one; through whom is eternity; of whom we are all 
members; whoſe is glory, eternity; to him who is in 
all things good, in all things beautiful, univerſally 
* wiſe and juſt, to whom be glory both now and for ever. 
«6 Amen. ”, | 

N Then 
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| Then he calls his diſciples to join with him in celebrating | 
ac rg Ps Here he uſes the follow- 
ing language; Gather together thy fimple children to 
« praiſe in a holy. manner, to celebrate without guile 
« Chriſt the Leader of children, Eternal Logos, Infinite 
« Age, Eternal Light, Fountain of -mercy, Cc. Filled 
with the dew of the Spirit, let us fing together fincere 
« praiſes, genuine hymns, to Chriſt our King.—Let us at 
* the ſame time praiſe the God of Pence . 

We have ſeen how great a handle Dr P. makes of a 
ſingle expreſſion of Tertullian, as if it were an undoubted 
proof that, in his time, the majority were Unitarians. It 
has been proved that it cannot bear this meaning. But if 
any doubt remain with the reader let Tertullian himſelf re- 
move it. In his work againſt the Jews, after mentioning 
almoſt every nation in the world, he has this ſtriking paſ- 
ſage ; But the kingdom of Chriſt is every where extend- 
« ed, and his Name ; it 18 every where believed, it is wor- 
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« ſhipped by all the nations above enumerated ; he reigus 
« every where, he is adored every where he is alike, 
R RO WO GO CeO 
Lord . ́ 

Aden, after ſpeaking of the ſufferings of Ci, and of 
the deſtruction of Jeruſalem, he ſays; © « Behol# All nations 
« henceforward emerging from the gulf of human error, to 
„the Lord God the Creator, and to God his Chriſt f.“ 
And afterwards; © For this day theſe nations ene 
« Chriſt who did not know him f.“. 

Would Tertullian have ventured „ n ie 
whatever ſhould be thought of his probity, and to make 
ſuch appeals to the Jews, the moſt bitter enemies of Chriſt. 
nity, and well acquainted with its doctrines; had they not 
been well-founded? Had theſe nations, or the majority of 
Chriſtians among them, believed Jeſus to be a mere man; 
would the Jews have been at any loſs for an anſwer? If 
Tertullian proceeded on falſe grounds, it, not only deſtroys 
} his credibility as a writer, but is totally inconſiſtent with 
che acknowledged ſtrength of his underſtanding, 

I he ſame wrirer; in his Apology addreſſed to the Ro- 
man Emperor, ſpeaking of the prejudices of the heathen 

againſt Chriſtianity, ſays ; But the vulgar alſo are now 
taught to conſider Chriſt as ſome man whom the Jews 
condemned, that they may more eaſily conſider us as 
| + worſhippers | 

# Chriſti autem regnum et nomen ubique porrigitur, ubique creditur, } 
ab omnibus gentibus ſupra enumeratis colitur, ubique regnat, ubique a- 


doratur: omnibus equalis, omnibus rex, omnibus judex, omnibus Deus 
et Dominus. Adverſ. Judzos, c. J. p. 139. 


1 Aſpice univerſas . f 
NCT COIs Ibid. 
e. 12. p. 145. 


Sa” 1 enim invocant nationes, qui eum non ſciebant. Ibid. ad 
p. 1 
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| 458 The Prinitie bu hun- Bock VI, 
% worſhippers of a man. But we are neither aſhamed o 


« Chriſt, as it is our delight to be debaſed and condemned 
« for his lake; nor do we entertain any other apprehenſions 
« of God. It is therefore neceſſary, to ſay a few things 
concerning Chriſt, as the whole reſpects God“... 

Hence, it is evident that the Chriſtians were traduced to 


thoſe in power as worſhippers of a man; and that this ca- 


lumny was ſo generally ſpread, as to gain credit even among 
the vulgar heathen. worſhip of Jeſus had not been 
general among Chriſtians, | ian, whatever might be 
the ideas or practice of a few, would have denied the charge 


as affecting the body. He was bound in juſtice to declate, 


that the bulk of Chriſtians believed him to be a mere man, 


and that, for this good reaſoy, they did not worſhip him. 


But when he ſays, we do not bluſh for Chriſt,” he plainly 


| means that they were not aſhamed of worſhipping him. 


He only denies the charge as founded upon the idea of 
Chriſt being a mere man. For he immediately proceeds to 
vindicate this worſhip by ſhewing that he is God. + 
Minucius Felix, who flouriſhed A. 220. takes notice of 
the ſame calumny. © Ye are greatly miſtaken,” he ſays, 
in afcribing to our religion the worſhip of a guilty man 
« who was crucified ; and in thinking, either that a guilty 
man ſhould, or that a mere man could, be acknowledged 
« by us as God. He is miſerable indeed whoſe hope is 
« wholly in a mortal man! For his help periſhes, with the 
& ꝗeſtruction of the mortal nature .“ Yu 


* Sed et vulgus jam ſcit Chriſtum, ut aliquem bominem qualem Ju- 
dzi judicaverunt, quo facilias quis nos hominis cultores exiſtimaverit. 
Verum neque de Chriſto erubeſcimus, quum ſub nomine ejus depictari et 
damnari juvat, neque de Deo aliter pr æſumimus. Neceſſe eſt igitur pau- 

ea de Chi iſto, ut de Deo totum, Apolog. c. 21. p. 50. h 

Nam qued rcligioni noftre hominem noxium, et crucem tus aſcridi- - 


Chap. IV. + wn Trinitarians.. 459 


The faith and worſhip of Chriſtians in general, inthe days 
of Origen, may be certainly learned from his work againſt Cel- 
ſus. We have already given ſeveral extracts from this work, 
on the ſame head * ; and therefore, ſhall add a few only. Celſus 
| had objected that they worſhipped Jeſus, whom he impiouſſy 
calls a mere upſtart. Origen grants that they did worſhip 
him ; but denies that they worſhipped a man, or one of the. 
| miniſters of God For after declaring our Saviour's unity 
of eſſence with the Father, he adds; Therefore, we wor- 
« ſhip one God,—the Father, and the Son; and we inva- 
« riably oppoſe that of all others; and we do not exalt one 2 

_ * to the higheſt honours, who is an upſtart, as having had 
no former exiſtence. For we believe him when he ſays, . 
Before Abraham was, I am. The one God, and his only | 
„Son, and Word, and Image, to the utmoſt of our power, © 
e worſhip with ſapplications and honours, offering pray- | 
« ers to the God of the univerſe, through his only begot= 
ten; to whom we firſt preſent theſe, intreating that he, 
*« who is the propitiation for our ſins, may deign, as our 
_ « high prieſt, to offer up our prayers, and oblations, and in- 
« terceſſions to God over all +.” 

Ir is remarkable that, in this very place, obne 
duces that exception, from which our author attempts to 
prove that Unitarians were tolerated in the communion of 
the faithful; Be it ſo, that ſome, as in the multitude of 
them who believe, and who are ſubjected to difference, 

1 quark allen hp PEI GONE 

| « fl.“ 


tis, + logs de vicinia veritatis erratis, qui putatis Deu mcredi, aut meruiſ: - 
ſe noxium, aut potuiſſe terrenum. Ne ille miſerabilis, cujus in homine 

mortali ſpes omnis innitirur; totum enim ejus auxilium, cum extinfo ho- 

mine finitur. Minucii Octavius, p. 280. 2 


see above, p. 179, &c, f 4 Cont, Cell. lib. viii. p. 386. 
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« all 4, 11 has been ſhewn that this paſſage does not prove 
- what DrP. wiſhes +; and it is evident that, at any rate, it di- 
rectly oppoſes his main point, which is e og 

riginal doctrine was that of the "Ample humanity. 

The paſſage quoted above not only eee whe 
te faith and practice of the majority were, in the time of 
| Origen, but certaigly ſhews what they were well known 

to be a century before, as Celſus was cotemporary with 
Adrian. Then it was fo well known that the Chriſtians 
worſhipped Jeſus, as to be a calumny againſt them, proceed- 
ing from the more learned heathen. Thence Celſus ſays; 
« Tf theſe men indeed worſhipped no other God, they might 
« ſeem juſtly to deſpiſe others. But now they ſuperlatively 
% worſhip one who has made his appearance of late; and 
4 fancy that they are chargeable with no offence againſt 
God, while they adore his miniſter t. It is unneceſſary 
to repeat the language aſcribed to the Jew whom he intro- 
duces, as addreſſing his countrymen who had embraced 
Chriſtianity. But had it not been generally known that 
the Chriſtian church, in the reign of Adrian, held Chriſt to 
be God; had not this been conſtantly objected by un- 
believing Jews; will Dr P. pleaſe to inform us, how it 
could have occurred to an heathen philoſopher to introduce 
a Jew as exhibiting ſuch charges againſt Chriſtians? ' | 
In the ſame work, we have another remarkable teſtimo« 

ny to the Catholic faith concerning Chriſt. Origen, ſpeak - 
ing of the aſſertion of Joſephus the Jewiſh hiſtorian, who 
 aſcribes the deſtruction of Jeruſalem to the murder of 
. James the Juſt, ſays; © Is it not more probable, that this 
| took place on account of Jeſus Chriſt, of wWhoſe divinity 
« {o many churches of men, who have been delivered from 
5 the pollution of the wicked, are witneſſes *,” _ 8 2 


# Ibid. p. 387. f See above, p. 306. Cont. Celſ. lib, ii. p. 62. , 
+ les ex. . Xęir en rurο Parrntay ayer 


ub 


When this writer elſewhere ſpeaks of ſome who wete 

about the doctrine of the Trinity, though they 
may ſeem to be included in the general name of believers, 
we are not to conclude that they were really accounted 
ſuch, and far leſs that they conſtituted the majority. In 
other places, he gives them their real character. When 
_ « you confeſs one God,” he fays, © and affert, in the ſame 
« confeſſion, that the Father, and Son, and Spirit, are one 
« God, how perplexed, how difficult, how inextricable, does 
« this ſeem to the unbelieving Again, when you ſay that 
« the Lord of glory was crucified, and that it was the Son 
« of man who deſcended from heaven, How perplexed !” 
| & cries he who hears, but hears not with faith. * How 


difficult do theſe things appear !* * becauſe they are them- 
« ſelves in an error. But do thou hold faſt, nor entertain a 


« doubt concerning this faith, knowing that God hath ſhewed 


« this way of faith to thee . And again; There are fome 


indeed, who make a declaration concerning the Father, 
« the Son, and the Holy Spirit, but not in fincerity, nor in 
« truth. Such are all heretics, who indeed profeſs the Fa- 
ther, and Son, and Spirit, but not in a right and believing 
manner. For they either ſeparate the Son from the Fa- 
_ © ther, that they may aſcribe one nature to the Father, and 
another to the Son; or they erroneouſly confound them, by 

| - *©* thinking 
moe 3 u rg Oueryre pagTvgi; at TOFAUTE: re rr aTe 
TI 000; re xaxwy xAvoias, Cont, Celſ. I. 1. p. 35, 36. 


com confitearis unum Deum, eademque confeffione Patrem, et Fi- 

lum, et Spiritum Sanctum aſſeris unum Deum, quam tortuoſum, quam 

| diffccile, quam inextricabile videtur hoc efle infidelibus ! Tu deinde cum 
dicis Dominum majeſtatis crucifixum, et Filium. hominis eſſe qui deſcen- 
dit de clo, quam. tortuoſa hæc videntor, et quam difficilia ! qui audit, 

' 6 non cum fide audiat, dicit ; quia errant ipſi. Sed tu fixus eſto, nec du- 
bites de hujuſmodi fide, ſciens quia Deus tibi oftendit hanc fidei viam. 
Orig. in Exod, Homil. vi. vol. i. p. 4. vhs 


« thinking be abs of three. 2 compound Gol, ce by'thy 
« pofing.ealy three different names. But he who rightly 
«.confeſlts the truth, will indeed aſcribe to the Father, Son. 
and Holy Ghoſt, their diftin& properties, but confeſs that 
there is no diſſtrence as to nature or ſubſtance *.” 
Speaking of the ordinance of baptiſm, as underſtood by 
the church in general, he ſays; «© When we come to the 
grace of baptiſm, renouncing all other gods and lords, we 
acknowledge one God only, the Father, the Son, and the 
« Holy Spirit .“ And kgain ; „ I believe that faith of 
« the Father, Son: and Holy Spirit, which! in believed by all 
© who, are: united to the church of God g.“ If either the 
majority. were Unitarians, or if Unitarians were conſidered 
as church-members, I wiſh. to know. a 
we are to underſtand ſuch paſſages? ho 
According to Dr P.'s hypotheſis, nee 
of the language of Cyprian, the cotemporary of Origen? 
He (Chriſt) is our God, that is not of all, but the God 
« of N PUN: ee whd SB 
« when 
2 N 
® Sunt enim nonnulli qui annunciant quidem et predicant de Patre, et 
Filio et Spiritu Santo, non fincere, non integre-: at ſunt omnes hwretici, 
qui Patrem quidem, et Filium, et Spiritum Sanctum annunciant, ſed non 
bene, non fideliter aununciant. Aut enim male ſeparant Filium a Patre, 
ut alterius nature Patrem, alterius Filium dicant : aut male confundunt, 
ut ex tribus compoſitum Deum, vel trine tantummodo appellationis in 
eo eſſe vocabulum putent. Qui autem bene annunciant bona, proprietates 
quidem Patri, et Filio, et Spiritui Santo ſuas cuigne dabit, nihil autem 
diverſitatis eſſe confitebitur in natura vel ſubſtantia. —_ in Epiit. ad 
Rom, cap. x lib. viii. vol. ii. p. 383. Nt 


* 
0 > 


| + Cum ergo venimus ad gratiam baptiſmi, univerſis aliis diis et domi- 
nis renunciantes, folum confitemur Deum Patrem, et Filium, et Spiritus 
Sanctum. Hom. 8. in Exod, Xx. vol. i p. 84. 


Credo fidem Patris, Filii, et Spiritus Sancti, in quam Ge omne⸗ 
qui ſociantur eccleſæ Dei. Hom. 5. in Levit, vol. i. p. 77. 


4 4 
. 
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_ « when he ſhall be manifeſted in his ſecond coming;; for as 
„ CI RE SIIF OE 92 
« nifeſted in power ?. 

— ͤ v 
to deny the divinity of our Saviour, at the time of the con- 
demnation of Paulus Samoſatenſis, is evident from the e- 
piſtle of the council of Antioch. It will be granted that the 
members of this council knew the ſtate of opinions, in their 
own time, fully as well as any writer in the eighteenth centu-—- 
ry; and it is ſcarcely ſuppoſable that they would have told; 
the whole world a falſehood, which almaſt every individual 
could have contradicted. In the whole church,” they ſay, 
« he is believed to be God, who emptied himſelf indeed from 
| * x ſlate of cquality with God, and man, of the lde. 
vid according to the fleſh .. 

Dr P., indeed, wiſhes us to believe a. ſtrange paradox, 
that, though the great majority of the teachers were un- 
doubtedly orthodox, this was far from being the caſe as to 
thoſe who were taught by them. There was a ſucceſſion of 
Trinitarian Biſhops and clergy in the church, who were 
ſo very uſeful in their labours as to train up the multitude 
in Unitarian errors. But it happens unluckily for his hy- 
potheſis, that, as to the very time when the Unitarian doc- 
trine is ſuppoſed to have appeared moſt formidable, (when 
Paulus was enabled to hold the epiſcopal houſe, after his 


depoſition, 


* Hic eſt Deus nofter, id eſt, non omnium, ſed fidelium-et credentium 
Deus, qui cum in ſecundo adventu manifeſtus venerit, non filebitz nam 


cum in humilitate prius fuerit occultus, veniet in poteſtate maniſeſtus. 
De Buno Patientis, c. 14. 


® Ey Th N re were, Ons fn mee re ar- 
TY e ira Ow, arlwro; Os tr TTL MATS; Aa To za7e. c 
Epiſt. Epiſcop. Sy nod. Antioch. ap. L Conalh val. i. 
p. 481. Vid. Burgh's Inquiry, p. 369. 


* 
% 


depoſition, in conſequence of the ſtrength of his party) we 
have the-cleareſt evidence of the concurretice of the multi- 
tude in the ſentence of their ſpiritual rulers. For from the 
introduction to the Synodical epiſtle we not only learn that 
all the biſhops, preſbyters and deacons, aſſembled at An- 
tioch, (including thoſe of the neighbouring cities and villa- 
ges) concurred in the condemnation of Paulus; but the” 
churches of God are joined with them, as undoubtedly figni- 
fying that all the churches, of which theſe clergy were the 
overſeen, firmly belivedibe deity of the Son, and bellaved.. 
him to be perſonally diſtin& from the Father 8. | 
Arxnobius Afer, who flouriſhed A. D. 303, like other 
writers before him, replies to the hereditary calumny a- 
gainſt Chriſtians. Thus he ſtates the objection of heathens. 
« But the gods are not offended at you, becauſe you wor- 
« ſhip the Omnipotent God ; but becauſe you urge that he 
« was born a man, and which muſt be infamous to the vileſt, 
&« that he was crucified, and that he was God, and believe 
that he till ſurvives, and adore him with daily ſupplica- 
tions.“ He grants the truth of the charge; but ſhews, 
GT IN Ro em 
wore 


Dr 
f 1 . 

* Kai o Aοα n e eee Tar ττ e tþ 
an ieee, nas Tgioburign, x Jinxore* x as Nene TY 
|  Ouv, ayanyrous p Kg ves. Euſ. Hiſt. lib. vii. 

c. 30. p. 366. 


+ Sed non (inquit) idcirco dii vobis infeſti hes, ten 
tis Deum; ſed quod hominem natum, et (quod perſonis infame eſt vilibus) 
crucis ſupplicio interemptum, et Deum fuiſſe contenditis, et ſupereſſe ad- 
hue creditis, et quotidianis ſupplicationibus adoratis.——Ergone, inquiet 

aliquis furans, iratus et percitus, Deus ille eſt Chriſtus? Deus, reſpon- 

dimus, et interiorum potentiarum Deus.—Devs ille ſublimis fut, Deus 
radice ab intima, Deus ab incognitis regnis, et ab ominium principe Deus 
SOSPITATOR eſt miſſus. Arnob. cont. Gentes, lib. i. 
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ing the « cba, the multitude, in later ages. But 'Euſebius *' , 3 
informs us that Pilate; who condemned our Lord, after=- 
wards wrote to Tiberius an account of his mitacles, and de- " ("Zo 
clared his reſurrection from the dead, and that he was al- 
« ready believed by w 59240, the multitude to be God o. 
Euſebius appeals to Tertullian, who ſays that * Tiberius 
had received accounts from Fenn mee 
— wet te EY 

Perhaps, our author may, with Mr Gibbon, :idicnle the 
whole accorint of this 208 of Pilate, Without entering in- 2 
to the controverſy, I ſhall only obſerve; that it is inconeei- © — - *. -+ 
vable that ſuch writers as Juſtin Martyr and Tertullian 18 
| ſhould appeal to theſe ads, when addreſſing the Roman Em-. 
perors, if they had never exiſted ; and equally. fo, ſuppd- 3 
c N 
their contents 4. 1 1 EY 

Verio heathen wricd, eee 
left their teſtimony to the nature of the Chriſtian faith and 
worſhip in early times. ZElius Lampridius relates, that the ; nl 
Emperor Alexander Severus deſigned to dedicate a tertiple © 
to Chriſt and to receive him among the Gods ; and that Av <. 
drian is ſaid to have intended this, when he ordered tetnples, - . 
without images, ito be erefted in every city; but that he 
was prohibited by thoſe who conſulted the oracles, becauſe 
they found that if this was done, all men would become 
Chriſtians, r , | 

Vor. II. Gg ſerted. 77 Ng 


_ 


-- eee Ba Bid, . ; 
ii. ©. 2. p. 47. 605 , 1 
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Traits de la Verits de la — — par Jean Vernet, tom. 4. 
Dr Ertkine”s Sketches and Nag of Church * 2 155. 
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_ | ſerted®, A ae at a a 
pPropoſing to receive Chriſt among the gods of the Romans, 
Xs as it may be ſaid that it was common with them to give 

viction of the heathen prieſts as to the effect of the propoſed 
innovation. They would never have thought of ſaying 
chat all men would become Chriſtians, had they not been 
& they knows that en tha dee, the e Jai 
3 | teſted the idea of ſuch idplatry ; they would moſt probably 

5 have /accounted it a piece of excellent policy for di- 

viding Chriſtians among themſelves} and for Were 

ruining Chriſtianity, by converting it into polytheiſm. 
Hierocles, in his abridgment of the liſe of Apollonius 

Tyanzus by Philoſtratus, compares the gravity of the hea- 

chen with the levity of Chriſlians. © We indeed,” he 
| r 
BY, performed ſuch actions God, but a man favoured by the 
J 5 | | 4 gods. nnr nn n 

dus to be God4” 

1 The eee Lxoles;:2o- the e ths 
divinity of the Son among Chriſtians, have been often re- 
| ferred to. But as Dr P. has not yet proved that they are 
unworthy of regard, they may have another hearing, This 


 % Chriſto templum facere voluit, eumque inter Deos recipere. Quod 
et Adrianus cogitafle fertur, qui temp!a in omnibus civitatibus ſine fimu- 
lacris juſſerat fieri :=—ſed prohiditus eſt ab iis qui conſulentes ſacra, re- 
. PIE: pererant omnes Chriſtianos futuros fi id eptatd eveniſſet, et templa reli- 
ENTS at alda deferenda, Vita Alexandri Severi, Hiſtor. Auguſt. Script. Sex, p. 189. 
| + Evorig ng i Thy ToiguTas FLIOnrare „ Otor, are Ow; xi. 
Xxerrzcr PREP nue 6 . 37 Aryans THraTHay Tray Toy locus 
Ole, arayogiver, Hie rocl. ap. Zul. Vid. Burgh's [nquiry; 
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Chap. IV. ay" PHY „ 


„ 6 
gods of Greece, but worſhip that crucified deceiver of 
4 theirs, and live according to his laws . “ 
4 In his. ee „ n « Obaltin: watkrahe . 
feigned name of Triepbon, (which may be rendered a preagh- ü 
er of the Trinity) as reproving an heathen for ſwearing by 
the name of Jupiter, and defiring him to * ſwear by the 
Supreme God, by the Son of the Father, by the Spirit 
4 proceeding from the Father, one of three, and three f 
* Theſe,” he adds, © account Jupiter, -reckon this 
your God.“ To this the heathen replies; 4 You teach 
- © me to have recourſe to numeration, and give me an arith- - 
2 LEE ; 
I rbree one.” 938 
This very pallige is quoted by-Dr P« But bip-Aiiligw | 
extremely different from that of thoſe who have generally 
quoted it before. It is introduced in ſupport of his allegation, 
that © from the very beginning—the orthodox were charged 
with making more gods than one , and particularly, to 
prove that the heathen were wont to © upbraid the ortho- 
« dox fathers with their own polytheiſm, while they pre- 
 -* tended to reclaim them from theirs.” However, it is e- 
nough for us, that our author grants that this language is 
re 
A 4* the Trinity ||.” 
© Now, Locks ws. AA ccc 
| Theophilus Biſhop of Antioch: for he died A. D. x41. 
Lucian himſelf had reſided for ſome conſiderable, time at | 
| * Gga Antioch, 
e e e Tl seen. 
6a. Out wr Tv; EM, evagarorraty Tor d antxononir- 
r 5h nave Ger lon hrs ene 


% De Morte Peregrini, ap. Burgh. p. 40% ; 
| 7.7% BY { Ibid. p. 447. I wis. p. 400 Fi 
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Antioch, where there was a famons church, which had been 
- planted by the apoſtles. The Chriſtian doctrine of the 
Trinity muſt have been generally known, elfe it could not 


_ 9 — Op 


Rave been matter of ridicule to heathens. When its form 


_ + was fo perfect in the days of Lucian, we cannot ſuppoſe that 
it was then in its origin.” It could not be known to hea- 
ttshens, in the form delivered *by Lucian, without being at 
| - leaſt equally well known, in this very form, to Chriſtians in 
general. It could not be thus known to Chriſtians, with- 
dut being either firmly believed, or being held in the great - 
eſt abhorrence by them. For our author accounts for the 
lence of the multitude of believers, in early ages, as to 

tis doctrine, by. ſuppo'ing that it . was not in its origin, 

e ſuch as could give much alarm,” and acknowledges that 
it did give very great alarm, as by * 3 
* {elf $:" ö | 


Obſerve the confiftercy of this writer !. hen n 


ing to ſhew that the Unitarian was the original doctrine, he 
_ finds it neceſſary to aſſert that the other © was not in its o- 
_ ®rigin, ſuch as could give much alarm: “ for he can. diſco- 
ver no alarm that it did grve to Chriſtians. Now, when 


does he date its origin? In the time of Juſtin Martyr, 


whom he conſiders as the firſk who broached the doQtrine of 
the deity of Chrift, Yet when hurried away by his en- 


mity at the doctrine of the Holy Trinity, he aſſerts that, in 
the time of Lucian, who was cotemporary with Juſtin, the 


idolatrous innovator, nay, that from the. very beginning, 
| © the orthodox were charged with making more gods than 
one.“ He even affirms that this appears by the apo- 
_  * Jogies which al the orthodox writers make on this ſub- 
-, «* je& 1.“ Thus he acknowledges the force of the argu- 


ment from the Apologies of Jullin, Tertullian, &c. 


Was the dectrine of the Trinity, even in Wan, 
riod, 


+ Vol. iii. p. 31). t Vol. ii, b. At. 


- 


fully unfolded in its moſt exceptionable form, ſo as to "excite 


it been in any degree offenſive to Chriſtians in that age, 
they muſt have had the ſame views of the doctrine which 
_ Unitarians now have, which Jews and heathens then had. 


muſt have ejected her idolatrous members. At any rate, 
this doctrine muſt have kindled a violent flame, Lucian 
muſt have known that it was believed by a few only ; and 
that theſe were conſidered by the Teſt as merely baptiſed 
heathens. Therefore, he would have availed himſelf of 


rant were for unity, the learned fil recaibed their primitive 
heathen. ſn. 
Wie muſt, therefore, conclude ther this Bile a gs 


ved from that city, before Theophilus was biſhop. © This 
Can it, therefore, be ſuppoſed that a church, conſiſting of ſo 
many members as that of Antioch, would univerſally agree 
in changing the very object of werſhip, in the courſe of 


bodies af men do not ſoun change their opinions.” How- 
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riod, i plas ben wat A abi give ho 8: 
larm to Chriſtians? . We have ſeen that in Lucian's time, 
it was not merely beginning to unfold itſelf, but that it was 


the ridicule of heathens, and to prove the occafion of 
the charge of polytheiſm, Dr P. himſelf being judge. Hack 


Tt muſt have been accounted ridiculous and abſurd. 6 
muſt have been condemned as polytheiſm. The church = 


the contentions among Chriſtians, as to the very obje& of 
worſhip. He would have urged that, zealous as the igno- _ 


| nerally received and avowed by the church of Antioch, | 
It muſt have been taught not by Theophilus only, but by 
his predeceſſor, For it would ſeem that Lucian had remo- 


carries us back within half a century of the apoſtolic age. ' 


fitty years? Let Lr P. apply his own maxim ; Great . 


— 


ever Theophilus and others might qualify the doctrine of 0 
the Trinity, as it ſubjected them all to che charge of poly= 
theiſm, and mult have appeared an unſurqmountable Pony 


. The PrimitiveGriflans | * 
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5 to the converſion of the heathen, the Cen ta | 
have born with the mere ſound of it, had it not been univer- | 


ſally believed that this was the ves hens received from 
N | 
By Dr P.'s eee Tho: the Apoliate ac- 


knowledges that John dared. to call Jeſus God . This cir 


cumſtance is mentioned with the ſame deſign as the former, 
to prove that the doctrine of the Trinity was a reproach 


ds the Chriſtians. But he inadvertently ſupplies his oppo- | 


nents with no inconſiderable argument againſt his view of 


the Introduction to John's Goſpel, and his ſyſtem of the late 


origin of the doctrine of the Trinity. The Do&tor, indeed, 
tra ſlates no more of the language ol Julian, than to ſerve 
his own purpoſe. His. quotation from the Greek is more 


full than the tranſlation, which is in theſe words; © You 


are ſo unfortunate as not to abide by what was taught 
by the apoſtles, but have added things that are worſe and 


more impious to thoſe that were held before. For nei - 


ther Paul, ver Maven, re nor; Meck, S000 
call Jeſus God, but only that good man John.“ | 

What the Doctor tranſlates, © but have added,” U. 
ought to be rendered, « and the things which are worſe 
and more impious have been accompliſhed by thoſe who 
 * fucceeded them.” For it is clear from what follows that 
Julian refers to their immediate ſucceſſors, . as ge a 


poſtle John, who wrote after the other Evangeliſts: But - 


„ that good man John, &nowrng that there was already. a 


* great multitude, in moſt of the cities of Greece and Jtaly, - 


& under this diſeaſe ; and hearing, as I apprebend, that the 
„ commentaries of Peter and Paul were held in great ve- 


* neration, although ſecretly, was the firſt who dared to 
nien 


Vol. ii. p ut 2 | wie 
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that, according to this Evangelift; John Bp e WAN! 8 
. NY EE oof rn ne e 
« helieve to be God the Word Hog "EF" 
We need not wonder that this inveterate_ a WS, 
vine truth ſhould aſſert the ſame thing of the three firſt E- ISS 
| vangeliſts, and of Paul, that is now aſſerted by ſome W- Wu 
; call themſelves Chriſtians, But he was ſo fully convinced, 
of the contrafy with reſpe& to John, that he is a reluctant 
witneſs of the plain meaning of his language. Such a te- 
ſtimony from a bitter adverſary, univerſally allowed to have 
been a man of great ability and learning, is a ſtriking prπσjůi 
of the abſurdity of any Socinian interpretation of the In- * 


trtoduction to the Goſpel of John, and of its direct cute. 
F 
As Julian could not deny that John had aſcribed dehy 
to Chriſt, as little could he deny that this doctrine was be- 
e ved by the great multitude of Chriſtians, even during the 
life of this apoſtle. Had not this been an indiſputable fact, 
he would have aſſerted the contrary with as much boldneſs 
as any modern writer. For Julian being as bitter againſt | 
the deity of Chriſt as any Unitarian, it was no lefs his inn 
teteſt to prove that this was an innovation among Chriſtians ;. | 
| becauſe it ſerved his deſign, which was, to the utmaſt of his 
power, to expoſe the Chriffians. It was correſpondent 
with his general policy. For he foſtered the diſſenſions a- 
mongſt them, that they might ruin the cauſe in general. 
His fixing the origin of this doctrine at fo early an bra, 
clearly ſhews that he durſt not venture to mention one more 
recent. 23 
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review, Dr P. has eſpecially laboured to prove, that the + 
| Jews never expeſied apy other than z'buman Meſſiah; that 
our Lord, in the courſe of his miniſtry, never claimed any 
- ſuperior character; that the Apoſtles, and their fellow. Iabour- 
ers, gave no evidence whatſoever that they viewed him in 
any other light; that all their immediate diſciples, and all 
their ſucceſſors of the Hebrew race, confidered him as a 
mere man; nay, that, for ſeveral' centuries, the majority 
of Gentile Chriſtians were of the ſame opinion. | 
He has endeavoured to eftabliſh the firſt of theſe poſitions, 
_ Which is indeed the baſis of his whole ſyſtem, by appealing | 
do thoſe paſſages of the Old Teſtament that declare the unity 
of the divine eſſence, taking it for granted that they neceſ- 
ſarily imply per ſonal unity ; to. thoſe teſtimonies of the fa- 
thers which reſpe& the opinions of ſuch Jews as, being un- 
believers, neither knew Chriſt, nor the Father who ſent 
him; and to the aſſertions of ſome later Jews,” who, perliſt- 
| ing in the infidelity of their nation, have done every thing 
In their power to blacken Chriſtianity, and to exhibit theic 
own religion as eſſentially different. 4 
Finding the doctrine of Philo, concerning the Logos, an 
inſurmountable obſtruction to the eſtabliſhment of his ſy- 
| ſtem, he has ſtrained every nerve to get rid of it. For a 
while, he humbly plodded in the beaten path of Socinians ; | 
. repreſenting the doctrine of that ancient Jew' as allegory, or 
as a modification of Platoniſm: But conſcious that, aſter a 
ill his efforts, che evidence of Philo hull im peded his fre. 
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grefs, and that he could not perſiſt in refuſing-that this wris '- - <a 
ter exhibits the Logos as a perſon ;-he has hit upon un e © 2 
Lr e eee LM 


caſiona / perſon ; and that, in his idea, eee a 
lation to the Meſſiah than to any other prophet. The ſame 


difficulty arifing from the doctrine of the Chaldee Para. = 
| phraſts, concerning the Logos under the name of Mama; & 
our author, deſpiſing the cumberſome fetters of conſiſtene ,, ö 


denies that theſe interpreters meant to aſcribe te him di- | SY 
22 0000 3 

Is reply; it ben e that Philo was nat; 
ed to Plato for his doctrine, that Plato himſelf was not the © *: oY 
inventor of it, that the heathen in general entertained ſo me » 


. The following paragraph, which ought to have been inſerted, vol. i / 
pear: at the end of chap, iil. zaum of F 
de here introduced as a note. | 


After all the pains that Dr P. 8 Philo aſcribed 
only an occaſional perſonality to the Logos, after proclaiming his ſucces ' © 
in this attempt; by the time he has got a little farther in hie work, he 
entirely forgets that he bas made ſo important a diſcovery. He at once 
flings away all his well-won laurels, He has told us, in Vol. ii, p. 3- 
chat Philo “ was far from advancing ſo far as the platonizing Chri- 

„ ſtians ;* for „ he did not, like them, make a permanent intelligent | 

« fer ſon of the divine Logos.” But, as if the Doctor meant that "the __ 
public ſhould interpret his writings by the rule of contraciety, NIST. 
in Vol, iii. p. 34+, It bas been ſern that Philo perſonified the Lagos a N; w; 
« much as the Chriſtian Fathers, and that they probably learnt of bim the 

«doctrine of a divine Logos being the medium of all the communications | 
of God to the patriarchs, and of this principle occafionally aſſuminy a vi- „ 
* ible form.” Here the trot burity forth involumtarity, notwithſtanding Et 
all Dr P.'s endeavours to ſuppreſs it ; and the conviction” of bis own 
mind ſeems to force its way, notwithſtanding all the falſe colours that 4 
| have been hung out. The whole of Philo's ſyſtem of the occaſional pere 
 fondlity of the Logos vapiſhes into his © occaſional aſſumption of a vilible 
e Can ch lucudrations be ſeriouſly entitled es Hef „„ 


. 


— 


'  ftranger to the idea of occaſional perſonality ; that he appro - 
- priated to the Logos all. the ſcriptural attributes of the Mef- ; 
fah, while he does not ſeem to have known any other to 
whom this character belonged; and that the Paraphraſts - 
muſt neceſſarily be underſtood, as deſcribing the ſame di- 
vine perſon. It has been'ſeen, that ſome of the Jews, even 
in a later age, have explained the divine unity as involving - 


_ + g' perſonal plurality, and have aſcribed ſuch characters to 


one Angel as are proper to God only; nay, that, indepen- 
dently of all uninſpired teſtimony, there is the cleareſt evi- 
dence from ſcripture, that he, who was the God of the pa- 
_ triarchs, and of their believing poſterity; was revealed to 
them, and acknowledged by them, as the meſſenger of an- 
other divine perſon, and that he was at the ſame time known 
| us the perſonal Word and Wiſdom of God. 
In oppoſition to Dr P.'s hypotheſts, that the Logos pro- 
claimed by the Apoſtle Ichn is a mere attribute, it has been 


proved that the characters of his Logos are ſuch as can only 


apply to a perſon ; and that this defignation, ſo well known 
to the ancient church as the name of a divine perſon, and 
che characters connected with it, are in fact appropriated to 5 
Jeſus, not only by John, nn mn 

Teſtament. | 
From what has appeared in the courſe of this iectiinhs 


tion, every impartial reader muſt be convinced that, ac- : 


. cording to the goſpel hiſtory, our Saviour, in the plaineſt 
terms, claimed effential equality with the Father; that he 
appealed to his works in ſupport of this claim; and that 
theſe works, confidered in all their circumſtances, were in- 
conteſtible proofs of the divinity of the agent. We have. 
found his Apoſtles and other diſciples unanimouſly confeſ- 
fing, worſhipping and announcing him to others as an al- 
mighty Saviour. eee been ſeen to 
| | break 


W ibs Son. of God, ws | 


underſtood by the church under the Old Teſtament, pro- 


claimed by the Father, appropriated by the Son, as ac- 


knowledged by holy angels, and by the diſciples ; nay, as 


applied by devils, and interpreted by thoſe Jews who cru- | 


ified the Lord of glory. It has been proved that the claim 
of deity contained in the appropriation of this character, 
was the very ground. of his condemnation ; and that, if he 


was not a divine perſon, he was juſtly an h | 


enemies as a blaſphemer. 


The futility of thoſs ane e ly the Þ, * 


gainſt the divinity of Chriſt, has been evinced. It has ap- 
peared that the general tenor of ſcripture, ſo für from be- 


ing adverſe to this doctrine, is entirely in its favour; that 


it is vain to reaſon from the pretended difficulty of tracing 


the time when it was firſt divulged to the Chriſtian, church, 
as it beams on the face of Revelation in the whole of its 
extent; that it is directly contrary to fast that Chriſt is not 


exhibited in Scripture as the object of prayer; that the doc- 
trine of the Trinity implies no contradiction; and that, 


however uſeleſs it may ſeem to our author, it is of mani- 12 5 | 


fold advantage to the fincere Chriſtian, _ 
| The ſidtitious character of Dr P. s hiſtory of Jewiſh Chri- 
ſtians muſt be evident. For it has been proved, that the 


believing Hebrews were not Ebionites; that the Nazarenes 


were entirely diſtinct from the latter, although attached to 
the law; and that there were many Chriſtians of this na- 
tion who entirely renounced the- ceremonial yoke. It has 


been ſhewn, that he labours in vain to prove that Gnoſtics 
were the only heretics; that this character was, impoſed on 
che Ebionites by the univerſal conſent of the primitive 


church; and that, inſtead of being removed as far as poſ- 


fible from Gnoſtics, their doctrine and end hays wat” | Fe 
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Tue 3 brought to ths the + hates ai 5 
dle Chriſtians, in the firſt ages, was Unitarian, has been 
tried and found extremely defective. We have heard che 


9 harmonious voice of antiquity denouncing Unitarians as he- 


retics, atid ſingling them out by every mark expreſſive of 
this character. They were excluded by the creed. They 
were ſtigmatized by diſtinctive names, derived from their 
leaders, their tenets, or their fituation. "The arch-heretics 
were excommunicated ; ond all who adhered to them were 
either formally or virtually included in the ſentence. The 
validity of their grdinances was denied. i were not 
even accounted Chriſtians. 

In a word. it has been proved by the cleareſt evidence, | 
that, in primitive times, the univerſal church held the doc- 
trine of the Trinity, and worſhipped the TINT, Son and 

Holy Ghoſt as one God. 


| dave not ech y coafilereF'0 vec our 0 


does with reſpect to the prevalence of Unitarians after the 


Council of Nice; becauſe he does not pretend that wat en 
forth conſtituted the majority. 

Vr P. could ſcarcely obſerve a more direct il al. 
though it were his fixed delign to * betray Chriſtianity into 
| the hands of its enemies. He virtually vindicates the Jews 
in ejecting and erucifying Jeſus for making himſelf equal with 
God. He prefers the Mahommeddan idol to the deity of 
Chriſtians. He repreſents the worſhip of a Trinity as on 2 
level with that of heathens. He meets-infidelity more thin 
half way. He joins with Toland, in exhibiting a miſe- 
rable band of heretics as the only genuine diſciples of Chrift. 
"To Collins and his ſucceſſors he abjures the doctrine of poſe 
{«/rons, and thus crippies the argument from miracles ; nay, 


EO gives a ſuſpicious air to all this kind of evidence, Not fa- 


tisſied with ſubjecting ER to the n of that 


— - 


ur inſpiration. He grants a diſpeniarion for Wendel, un 
for indifference with reſpe& to our holy religion ; by lea- 
ving it as a doubtful matter, whether the author of it -was | 
himſelf infallible, or even free from fin. Partially, at leaſt, 
r wn 
of a ſoul. 

Our author may pleaſe himſelf vie the idea of the uti- 


.  lity of his labours in recommending Chriſtianity to infidels. 


But by them he is undoubtedly viewed as a traitor to its 
intereſts ; if the judgment of that acute and ſubtile adverſary, 
Mr-Gibbon, may be admitted as a juſt indication of the 


_ ſentiments of his brethren. © The pillars of revelation,” 


he ſays, © are ſhaken by thoſe men who preſerve the name 
« without the ſubſtance of religion, who indulge the licenſe 


<« without the temper of philoſophy.” In ſupport of his ob- 


ſervation, he refers to Dr Prieſtley's Hiſtory of Corruptions ; | 
evidently conſidering it as © the ultimate tendency of his 
« opinions,” totally to ſubvert the Chriſtian faith *. 


Is it ſurpriſing that one who has treated revelation with 


ſo little ceremony, ſhould uſe the greateſt freedom with hu- 
man teſtimony? Our author, indeed] has broken down or 


overleaped all the barriers of hiſtery, and managed this ſpe- 
cies of evidence, as if it were intentionally endowed with - 


ſo pliant a form that it would bend any way, according to 


the humour or intereſt of the reader. In various inſtances _ 


has he treated it, as if it were meant to be underſtood in 
direct oppoſition to the plain ſenſe of the language, and to 
the obvious defign of the writer, 


+ Hiſtory of the De line i 1 140 of ha Roth karre, 
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. ron the whole, it muſt be evident to every unpreiw- 

; © * end. confuthither. tha mock: which 4:#: yhoceed 16 mp! 
Hilo of the Corruptions, whether in its original or in its 
8 enlarged form, would be far more juſtly entitled, Corrup- 
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e his faith As mak jt the dier we ie 


| reaſon as faith in a Trinity, i. 563. | Chriſt appeared to 


lng. attended by two angels, according to Juſtin Martyr, 

ü. 369, 370. 

48: of the Apoſtles Deity of Chrill taught in this book, 
i. 313—346; ſaid to have en Hebrew, 
ii. 106, 107. 

Adrian, his edict did not exclude believing Hebrews 
from Jeruſalem, if they renounced the law, ii. 187, C.; 
his reſcript in favour of Chriſtians in general, 188, 189. 
Aielia, Jeruſalem ſo called, when rebuilt by Adrian, ii, 
196. 199. „ 

Ae the: Gnottic dofirine dh. 159, 8 

Abrande- Severus, the Emperor, defigned to dedicate 8, 
" temple to Chriſt, ii. 465. | 

Allegorical method of explaining Scripture, ii. 375 348, 

Alogi, origin of the name, ii. 283, Wc. they . 
the writings of the Apoſtle John, 26. 

Amen, amen, the meaning of this expreſſion, as h 
uſed by our Lord, i. 264. 3897. 

Angel of the Lord, or Angel-Jehovahb, i. 99, We. 28o, 
* F e of -Chriſt, 

280. 


F 1N'D E X. 
280.283. Angel that appeared to Moſs, the Hon, of 
God, 268, Wc. 280.—283. 
Angeli, doctrine of Philo concerning ham, i. 41,—44- 
NES Dr P. reckons i it probable, that they are merely temporary 
—_ nppearances, the organs of the Deity, 39, 40. Not per- 
= W mitted to aſſume the Name of God, 283, 284. 
Aubropians, thoſe who denied the deity of Chriſt ls 
called, ii. 277. 
Antioch, the firſt council of, could not get Paulus nn 
ſatenu⸗ convicted of hereſy, ii. 42 3» 424+ Second council 
of, Paul condemned by it, 424- 
Apoſtles, their plan in preaching Chrit, i. 294. toc. 
/ their great work was to prove that he was the promiſed 
 Meſfiah, 305.—398 ;- compared to reapers, 306, N. 
.  Apoſtolical Fathers, their writin gs ſaid by Socinians to 
be interpolated, yet quoted as authorities by them when it 
go ſerves their own ends, ii. 1.—4-, | 
Apoſtolical Conſtitutions, when written, ii. 230. Ebio- 
i On; Ge Wo 6 | 
work, 16. ” 
_ Apoſtolical Canons, their Steady and uſe, ii. 413. 
Aguila, the tranſlator, not an Ebionite, ii. 38, 39. The 
time of his reſidence at Jeruſalem, 198, &c. ; Some partir 
- eulars concerning him, 25. | 
Agqmieia, creed of, ii, 271. 3 4 
| Arian doctrine, contrary to 8 i. Jay 139. 'De- 
' rived from the Gnoſtics, ii. 384. Paved the way for the 
reception of that of Photinus, 430. 
' Ariſto Pellacus, his teſtimony recorded 7 Euſetis i, 
185. Wrote in Greek, 204. 
Artemonites, conſidered as ES 426, 427 
| | | Athanaſius, his teſtimony concerning the conduct of the 
| ö 1 | Apoſtles with reſpect to the doctrine of Chriſt's deity, i. 
= 285.—293. Does not acknowledge that the multitude 
1 * . n e 


* 
f | EY 


were Unitatians, ii. 357-359: | Aﬀers tht the Tents 
Tian was the common faith, ib lt. e, 
Athenagoras, his teſtimony to ue green) belt of the 4 
Trinity, ii. 453. 
Atonement, doctrine of Socivians eee i 1. 755 
Neceſſity of that which is perfect, 55 535. „ 
Aurelian, the Emperor, gave his lentence for the expul- | 
son of Paulus Samoſatenus from the "OY IO u. 
| 416, Ce. 


Bosen, the . of a 8 the Trinity, i i, 416, 
tac. Whether meant as a form, 421, Ce. The confeſ- 
fon required in order to admiſſion to this ordinance, in che 5 

| time of Juſtin Martyr, ii. 305, 30g. To be adminiſtered 8 f 
ſecond time to thoſe heretics whom Dr P. 2 | | 
according to the decree of an Atrican council, 265, 66. 
Baptized into the Name, the meaning of this expreſſion, | 
i. 420, 24. 
Barchochebas, his ec u Chriſiugs, and the reaſon | 
of it, i u. 189, 188. 
| Bardeſanes, the Syrian, ſuppoſed to have wrote the Cl *þ 
mentines, ii. 321. 
Ba ſſlideans, their tenets, ii. 376. OE 
Believing on the Name, the meaning of this language, i 
185, 186. 414, 415. 
Berpiw, Biber of Batra, introduced hretca dsa | 
li. 432. | 

Berber, a town in Indes, where many thouſand Jews 5 272 
periſhed, when it was beſieged under Adrian, ii. 196, 19. 
cha and Bethel in Jerom's works, 

ibid. 


Blaſphemy, te ideas ofthe Jews on this had, 1. 248, 


250. 388, Ve. 8 | | | d ; 
oe gras o Chi, hl both by Pp a by. 
i. 257. 80 


496, eee, 08 
5 Sein abe Prafiorters his lin, poet 
8 doctrine, ii. 386. 


Called. the meaning of this term as Kere vie in 14 
| - Scripture, i i. 208. 352. 363, 364. | 
ws ee ing Chet, 3. 165. 


Me 14, 5. Pets e, 
| een thels wane, 5k, 301. 331. 5 
5 eee eee de wa rept e. 
u. 34656. 
Calſus, the Epicurean Philoſopher, afſerts that the ptimi⸗ 
tive Chriſtians believed the deity of Chriſt, ii. rags | 

- and worſhipped him, 459, 466. | 
At; * Cerinebus, the Gufpel of John aid to be written in pp 
| fition to his errors, l. 163: Said to have taught the wor- 
ſhip of angels, 193. Aſcribed the creation of the end de 

9 14% 15. 1. e 
| e Sly Ae evifreraing cabs Raste 1 268 


| f. 244,-—246. Aſcribed the law to angels, 98. 23. 


Were acknowledged ann 
their predeceſſors, 235. | 
Cbalare Paraphraſts, cher ddrine concerning the Mena, 
i. 48, Cc. | | 
Curt, the Son and Lord of David, 4. 3, 4+ The Light, | 
140.—142. The Word of God, 130, We. 195-—200. - 
The object of faith, 214. 414.—418 ; of worſhip, 2344 
2153 of ſupreme love, 219. His deity to be inferred 
from his mediatory character, 202, 203. 310, 311. Both 
| proved by the ſame arguments, ibid. '235, 236. The 
1 AM, 230, Vc. The Face of God, 277.—280, Called 
the Way, in the Old as well as in the New Teſtament, 
274.—276, The Holy One, 321, 322. The Juſt One, 
323, 324. The Prince of Life, 325, 326. The ever- 
laſting Father, 353» 354. The Brightneſs of Glory, 473: 
The expreſs image of the Father's Perſon, 473.475. 
Called God, 481, Oc. The Church is dig Se 
| FIR s 7 4 48 5 


= — - 
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Appeared to Abrabam, GY two angels, f. 
pn 370. Not free from fin, according to the blaſphe- 


my of Socinians, i. 528, 529. it. 430, 431. Muſt be 
God, even from what Socinians aſcribe to him as Me- 
diator: the work of the new creation, i. 466. 329 of 


Providence, 475, 476; of jadgment, 402, 40g. They 


in his name, 427 ; that he is the laſt end, 472. 
Chriftians, generally known, in the apoſtolic age, by 2 


rann W Chriſt, 
1. 335 —337. 


Chry/ſoftom, what may be inferred from his language con 
cerning the doctrine of the firſt Chriſtians, ii. 340, 341. 
Clemens Romanus aſſerts the dei: y of Chriſt, ii. 3.—8. 


Clement Alexandrinus, his account of the faith and wer- 


ſhip of the church, ii. 453.—456. * _ 1 


Clementine Homilies, ſaid by Dr p. to be the work of an 


Unitarian, ii. 240. When compoſed, 321, 322. Con- 
tain no proof of the prevalence of the Unitarian doc» 


"_ among the learned, 320, c. The pre · exiſtence of 


he Logos aſſerted in this work, 324, Ce. And the gene- 
away, 7-6 Son, 1b1d. 


Clouds, an eſtabliſhed ſymbol of the divine preſence, i. 


392, 393. In what e 


bed to Chriſt, ihid. 


| © Coming 4 in the fleſb, meaning of the phraſe, i. 26177 | 


Creation, myſtery in the ſcriptural account of it, acknow- 
leged by the later Jews, i. 5,8. Dr P.'s idea of this 


work, 467- According to him, poſſible to a creature, 526, 
527. The work of Chriſt, 461,—473. The work of the 


new, aſcribed to him by Socinians, a proof of his deity fore- 
told in prophecy, 462. Dr P.'s s flrange 2 of this 
work, 464, 465. 


Vor- II. «eng Cypring 


* 


giving an underſtanding to know the true God, 192 3 f 


admit that the deity dwelt in him, 145 3 that he knows | 
the thoughts, 214 ; that. bapale cui 30 be enn 


— 
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| *. eee, 
| Cyprian avows pen of Chriſt, ii. 462, 463. 


"Dependence of the creature on God, not merely — 
but immediate, i. 2433. | 


Devil, IE denied t by modern Socinan, i. vs 


ur. ab 
Devili, their Tae concerning Cheiſt, n 36 5367. 
Dionyſſus, Alexaniriu, his account of the mode * pros 


ceeding with heretics; ii. 414, 413. 


Diſcerning of ſpirits, theſ nature of this 8 1 i. 208, —_— 
| Ducenarius, the aan this office, ii. 419. 


 £bion, the truth of his exiſtence proved, ii. 48, 22 Was | 


dn expoſitor of ſcripture, 58.—60: A — of his work, | 


i 


ibid. 

Ezionites, John wrote his Goſpel elpeciatty againſt chein, 
according to Jeroin, 3 i. 162, 163. The Hebrew Chriſtians 
not Ebionites, it. 41, Ce. Origin of the name, 47, Ge. 
The ti time of their appearance, according to Epiphanius, 68, 
Accounted heretics by Irenzus, 217, Ce. By Juſtin Mar- 
tyr, 219. By Tertullian, 222.—238. 266, 267. By Cle- 
mens Alexandrinus, 228, By Origen, 71. 229, 230. By 
Ruffinus, 220, 221. How characterized by Jerom, 108.— 
1 ro. Not conſidered by eatly writers as Chriſtians, 4 
109. 392. Aﬀerted that circumciſion was neceſſary to 
vation, 43. Impoſed the ceremonial law on the Guatites, 
43. 105. 148. Adhered to the Phariſaical waſhings, 114. 
153-—155- Adopted ſome of the rites of the Samaritans, 
I52.—I54. . In what ſenſe it is ſaid that they revered wa- 
ter as a god, ibid. Rejected the Apoſtle Paul as an apoſtate, 
45.118. Their great affinity to the Gnoſtics in a variety 
of reſpects, i. 178. ii. 231, Ce. Their goſpel different from 
that of the Nazarenes, 143.—148. Denied the inſpiration 
of the Old Teſtament, charging it with many falſehoods, 
140.—143. Held the pre-exiſtence of Chriſt, 240.—243- 
Two claſſes okt them according to Origen, 71. 130. and Euſe, 

Ws 1 diz 


bins 71.—54. e 
ek of the divinity of our Saviour, ibid. and leems to ve 
|; "<onfifted of degenerate Nazarenes; 145, 146. Sa ox 
 Eleeſaites, Ebionites connected with them, ii, x oe 2% 
Elohim, this term ſaid to be uſed by the Jews to dehote 
perſons, 1. 11. 

Emanation, Gnoftic dofttite” of, held by Eviaiing, 6 &. 
| rene * _ 
Encradtites rejected the epiſtles Y Panl, 3 ü. 329, 230. Wo, 

Epiphanius, a Hebrew Chriſtian, It. 107, His account 
of Nazarenes, 87, 88. Aſſerts that they believed Chriſt 
to be the Sol of God, 95- His account of Ebionites, 87, 
Ge. 

Ethioptan Eunuch, his converſion, i i. 307. His confeſſion 
of the deity of Chriſt, 341, 342. 

Euſebius, his teſtimony concerning two claiſes of Ebion- 
ites, one of which apoſtatired from the faith of our Savi- 
our's divinity, il. 71.—54. Whether inconſiſtent with 
himſelf, 432. or ſelf-contradiQory, 436, 437- Dr P. ' 
eagerneſs to invalidate his teſtimony, i. 388. 391. 399. 438. 
The reaſon of this, 432. 433. 

Excommunication of heretics, how conducted by the church 
in ny times, ii. 411.—414. | 


* » of the Lord, one of the cates of Chi, i. 2715 b. 

_ Faith, Chriſt the object of it, i. 214. In what reſpect, 
414.—418. Its various actings, 417. 418. How diſtin- | 
guiſhed as to its object by Socinians, 415. 9 

Fathers, che enen their —— i. 8.9. 293 
* . 
Nirmilius, eee the Puritan 
331, 332. His zeal againſt Paulus Samoſatenus, 231. i 
 Forgiving jin, the work of Clitift, and a 1 2 
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 Gmealogy of Chrif, cut off from the Goſpel of Matthew 
by the Edionites, ii. 143.—148. From 825 of Luke by 
Marcion, 147. 

_ Ghory of the Lord, od ef the titled of Chrift l. $53» 54+ - 

_ | Gnoflicy, origin of the name, ii. 252. Jewiſh and Gentile, 


| 234. Some of their tenets, 236. A great reproach to the 
Chriſtian name, 364. Their immoral doctrines and prac- 


tices, 374.—376. John did not mean eſpecially to oppoſe 


them in the introduction th his Goſpel, i. 157.—263. Nor 
in his firſt epiſtle, 163, tc. Their agreement with Ebionites 
in various reſpeQs, 178. ii. 231, Wc. Dr P. endeavours to 
ſhew that the doctrine of the * . owed its origin 
to them, 231,233. 
God, diſtinguiſhed tele Amps by certain criteria, 
i. 100. 283, 284. | 

Goſpel of Matthew, mutilated and ada by Ebion- 
ites, ii. 143, 144. Said to be preſerved entire by Naza- 
renes, 143. 147. . 
| Goſpel according to the FO. conjefture concerning it, 
li. 45. 

Goſpels, three firſt, contain various proofs of the deity of 
Chriſt, i. 201, Oe. 

Greek language, fo well known in Judea that it fad to 


have, been called the valgar, ii. 203, by 


Grotius, although a Socinian, ſo candid as to admit the 
orthodoxy of the Nazarenes, ii. 94. 147. Thinks that 1 
goſpel! was entire, 147, 148, 6 


* Hager, the Angel who ſpoke to her the Word, — 
to Philo and the Paraphraſts, i. 54, 55. Her 2 


this head, 100,—102, 


. Heathen writers, their e bes the wes 
"of Chriſt, and the doctrine of the Trinity, ii; 459 GR | 


ven. Exel 
| | Hanes 


* 


INDEX ya 


ee eee proof of deity, u 103. 
Hebrew Chriftians, three claſſes of them mentored by 
Origen, ii. 162, 162. 164. Some of whom, believed. the 
deity of Chriſt, 111.113. Some who army the ce 
remonial law, 161, 162. 164. i th, | 
Hebrews, Epifile to /the, originally wrote in Greek, a 
88 
| Hebrews, Goſpel Pre he to the, uſed by Chriſtians of 
| that nation, ii. 45- Tranſlated into Greek by Jerom, 146. | 
. Hege/ippus, not an Ebionite, ii. 1a, Oc. His character as 7 
an hiſtorian, 18. 22. 
 Hermogenet, à Patripaſfian and a Material, i 319. Ter. 
tullian wrote againſt him, ibid. yy 
Hierocles, his character of Chriſtians, ii ii, 466,” # hs 
Holy One, Chriſt ſo called, i. 321, 322. 
Homuwncionites, thoſe who afſerted that Chriſt was a mere 


+ 
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man thus diſtinguiſhed, i. St — d 
JAM. one of the tile of Chat. iv ago Wa. rn | 
lent to Jehovah, 279. e | 


I am he, the meaning of this eue i 299; 50 

James the Juſt, « ma yo: of him by Hegelippus, it, [ 
$3350: 
TR bete ee 
331. 8 | 

Jebovab, this name not given to any nee 1. 8 65. 
82, 83. 110. 111. 5: one 16 r it os 
——OO. f 

*. his zeal FROM Joesi, ii. 3 His wh | 
information concerning the Nazarenes, 10%, 108. Ace © 
quainted with Hebrews who believed the deity of Chriſt, 
diſtin& from the Nazarenes, 113. —2 119. a tho 
ether Fathers in learning, 123. n | 

Jeſus, the 1 Ae rann i. 207 . 33. 


. | £3 Jewiſh 
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Jewiſh — under Barchochebes, cauſe of it, i. 196. 
Sufferings of the Jews in conſequence of it, 197. Expelled 
from Jeruſalem and not ſuffered to look on their ne 


; but at à Tiftince, 183. —193. 0 4k renn, 10 7 


Jews, ſometimes called Phenicians by heathen inen i; 
23. Acknowledge myſteries in the ſeriptural hiſtory of 
the creation, 5.8. Their diſſimulation in expounding the 
doftrines of iprre, and the articles of their creed, ibid. 
93. Their fear of giving a ſupport to Chriſtianity, the 
reaſon of "this, 8. Believed that the ain ſhould be the. 


adorable God, 9. In later times admit, 'that Jeſus was ac⸗ 
knowledged by his diſciples, and that, he declared bimſelf 


to be God, gor. Dr P.'s ſyſtem concerning their doctrine 
of the divine unity overthrown by *. own e 521— 
$281; , e . 
Tpnatizr 1 15 the deity of Chrid i ii. 10, 11, RY” 
Image of the Father, Chriſt is, i. 493-—475- 
Immanuel, this name explained, i. 203.208. 5 
Indian Bramins, have ſome notions of a Trinity, i i. 2- 71 15,28, 
Inſpiration of ſcripture, agreement of Ebionites and Gno- 
{tics in the denial of this, ii. 250. Denied by Dr P. 15:4. 
John Baptift, difference between his character and that 
of Jeſus, i. X4t, X42, 153, 154. * * doctrine concern- 
ing Jeſus, i. 438. 443 
Pbba, the apoſile, of the Introduction to his goſpel, 


1. 129, Cc. Did not mean eſpecially, to oppole, the 


Gnoſtics in it, 158, Cc. but, according to Jerom, the 
Ebionites, 162. Aſſerts the ſupreme deity of Chriſt, 
in the Introduction, according to Irenæus, ibid. Of the. de- 
ſign of his firſt epiſile, 163, Cc. His goſpel ſaid. * have 5 
been tranſlated, into Heb: ew, ii. 106, 19. | 

Yoſeph, a Hebrew Chriſtian, of Rom R gives 
an account, ii 106. ä 

Irenœus, his teſtimony concernin 2 "tha Ecith of the a. | 


- univerſal concerning Chriſt, ii. 62, 63. 65, 66. The man- 


ner 
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ner in which De F. argues from bls Hence Pan de to 
Gentile" Unitarians, 31 5, W. 1 
Ifrabeliles, all their temporal ddiverances bad a var 
ee Meſſiah; i. 366. 

Judas Tfeariot, is treaſon doe buen ain th ivy 
of Chriſt, i. $14; 515. 12 

Judgment, committed to nnd % Jes, 403. A 0 
proper to God. M, $4 ES 1: +" 0p" 

Julian, the 0 his 3 with reſpect 
to the Goſpel of John, and the eh of the ue 5+ 
Chriſt; ii. 470, 41. . 


Juſt One, Chriſt ſo called, i. 323, 324. * * 
Juſtice of God, agreement of Gnoftics and Vnitarians on 
this head, ii. 252, 253- _ 1 


Fuſtia Martyr, aſſerts the belief of the Trinity among 
the moſt rude and literate Chriſtians of his age, ii, 30), 
Oc. The diſagreement. of Socinians. as to the meaning of 
his language with reſpect to their predeceſſors in hereſy, 
366. Falfity of Dr P.'s inference from his language, 360, 
Wc. Does not acknowledge that the majority were Uni- 
tarians, 365, c. Whether he treats. the Ebionites with 
reſpect, 378. His eſtimate of Unitarians, 450. 


Knowledge of thoughts, peculiar" to one yet aſcribed t to 
Chriſt, i. 208.—2 14. 


Lazarus, his reſurreQion, A ſign and dee, of the din 


power of Jeſus, 1. 234. 445+ 
Life, Chriſt ſo denominated, i. 134, I 3 8. 2 34 4 ay. 
Life in himſelf, in what ſenſe et the San, 1. 494- 
406. 546, 547. | 
Light, one 6f the titles of. Chrift, i i. 140 43. ** ee 
ſenſe John Baptiſt is called = light, 14x, 142. 
Lindſey ( Mr ) his attempt to prove that all the Fathers 


of the three firſt centuries were Unitarians, ii. 443. His ex- 


Planation of a paſſage 3 in Juſtin Martyr, 366. 


Fu: - | Logos, 


: 


8 „ | anDEx , 
3 Lues deferibed by Philo, as the moſt uncient Angel, the 
5 5 — i. 44 Mediator between God 
und men, 12, 13. Eternal, 14. Neceflarily exiſtent, ibid. 
The image of God, of the ſame eſſenet with him, 15. The 
Crentor of the world, 13. The Man of God, and the Man 
according to the image of God, 44. The Name of God, 
the Beginning, the Seer of Iſrael, 45. The High Prieſt, 
46. The Riſing Star, or Day-ſpring, 45. According to 
"Maimonider, an Bagh $34.53: See Word. OR age 
Lord e hoſts, meaning of this title, i. 117. 
_ Lucian, the heathen philoſopher, his lion, concerning 
the Chriſtian church, ii. 466.—470.. _ __ 
Zn the grcaog cut of frm bis Gp by Maron 
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 Maimonides, his arise concerning dba? i. * 
Malchion, the proſecutor of Paulus Samoſatenus, whether 
Acduated by reſentment againſt him, ii. 422, 423. W 
Marcellus, according to Dr P., held the doctrine of 'occa- 
ona perſonality, i. 39. ee 5 hrs ii. 336.— | 
340. 433» 434 | 
Marcion, his character and doctrine, ii. 375. Cut off the 
_ genealogy from the Goſpel of Luke, 147. 
| Martha, the weakneſs of her faith, i. 5. 234. Chriſt re. 
| ade an higher exerciſe of it, 234. She at length profeſ- 
ſes her faith in him as the Life, 443.—445- 
Material doctrine, its tendency with reſpect to the divine 
nature, i. 549, 5 50. 
Mediator, one in this character deſired by the people * 
Ifrael, and their defire approved by God, i. 496, Ce. 
Melito aſcribed bodily parts to the deity, ii. 318, His 
teſtimony concerning the worſhip of Chriſtians, 4 52. 
Memra. See Word. | W 
Meſtab, according to the later Jews, fits on the right ; 
| hand of God, i. 79. Is the Name of the Lord, 81. The 


5 
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Branch, 64. Called Jebovah, 82. At the rs time a 
propher to all the earth, $6, Makes atonement, and _recon- 
ciles the Father, 8), Not mere man, 89, 88. The adorable 
God, according to the Jews, in the time of Juſti' Martyr, - 
| 9 although ſome of them called this in queſtion, 83, 84. 
Th- primary deſign, both of our Lord and of his apoſtles, to 
prove that this character belonged to him, 20a, 203. 235, 
236. The propriety of this conduct, 295, Ac. 1 

Metatron, the angel, what i is lbs to him by the dw 
Jews, i. 66.—69. 

Michael ſeems to be the uncreated A & 113 —11 30 

| Midft of them, ſenſe of this phraſe, as uſed with reſpe& 

to the divine preſence under both Teſtaments, i. 252.2 56. 
Millennium, held by Ebionites, in what ſenſe, ii. 15 f, 1592. 
Miltiades, in his nn tanghtt the qe * Chril, 

. 988; : 
 Minai, Nazarenes ſo called, ii. 7). 10405 "Fo 

Minim, ſenſe of this term, as uſed # hb ii. 124. ö | 

Minucius Felix acknowledges Chriſt as the object 0 of ware 

ſhip, fi. 48. 

Miracles, of Chriſt, a proof of his deity; i. 100 te. 
Thoſe of the diſciples Wn in a very we manner, 
228, Cc. 

Miraculons ea the doctrine of the church univer. 
ſal in primitive times, ii. 62, 63. 66. Seems to have been 
believed by none, in the time of Jerom, who denied the 
deity of Chriſt, 111,113. Rejected by reaſon of its ap- 
parent impoſſibikty, 238. Al who denied” this doctrine 
excluded from the church in early ages, 269, Ce. # 

Monarchifts, the followers of Praxeas ſo W . 278, 
279- 

Montanifts, two kinds of them, ii. 301. : 

Morals, Dr P.'s principles on this head, ii. 169.—r92, : 
232, 233. Their neceſſary connection with Faith, i. 552, Ce. 


. ie 


* * Mordeovi, whe 2 of his not howiag to Haman, as _ 
E's by Joſephus, i. 221, 228. 2 6 
- Moſes, his inferiority to Jeſus, i. 155, 156. 5 
Myſtery, acknowledged by the ſews, in ber- fn, Is 
2 7—33. 77, 78. and by Dr Þ, 536. 


Name of Chriſt; what ie meant by this Janguage, i. 326, 
Ve. 414, 415. 
Name of God, often denckes e ee i. 143 · God 
| - | himſelf 326. The Word, according to Philo, 45. 100. 
Names ſake, the meaning of this expreſſion, i. 219.—221. 
© Nathanael, his confeſſion, i i. 436.—438. | 
VNVasarenes, Chriſtians in general thus denominated by 
Jews, ii. $2, 83. 117. 119, 120. 
Vo. arenes, (a particular ſect), diſtinguiſhed from Ebion- 
ites by Jerom, ii. 75. 108, Ce. ] by Epiphanius, 84, e.; 
# by Auguſtine, 98, c. Believed the deity of Chriſt, 75, 
76. 95+ 100. 111, 112. This admitted by Grotius, 94. 147. 
I beir hatred of the Phariſees, 124,—117. Took this name 
to themſelves, 121, 122. Seem to be deſcribed by Juſlin 
Martyr, 133, Ce. Did not force the law on Gentiles, 209, 
| 110. 148, 149. Their goſpel different in various reſpects 
from that of the Ebionites, 4143.—148. Extracts from it, 
110, 111. Sample en comments on ſeripture, * 
116. | 
« |  Nehmann, R. Moſes, his remarkable reſtimopy, concern- 
ing the. Angel of the Lord, i. 10. 
Neu, doctrines often n by aut writers, hen 
they ſimply mean that they were heretical, ii. 433% * 
6: Wm due ee hel dere e the PORN. 
3 = I. 415, 416. 
a Nicephorus, his teſtimony copcrrniog the ex: times of 
the church, ii. 333- | 5 
Noetus, account of his excommunication, ii. 414. 
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Novatian, his argument for the truth of the Trinitatian 
. ii. 304, 395. Account of Vaitarians, 3802. 


Only-begotten, the meaning of this character, i i. 1 22 — 

I 57. How explained by! Maximus Taurinenſis, i 11, 268, 269. 

Origen, acknowledges three daes of Chriſtian Hebrews, 

ii. 161, 162. His doctrine concerning the ſubſerviency of 

truth to utility, 169. Aﬀerts that Chriſt Was wann | 
by the.church in general, 4 59, 400. N 7 J 

Or pbeus aſſerted a Trinity, i. 25. n 58 


Papias, the charsſtar given of him by the cen. it. 
20, 21. | 

\Parackae odtrine of the Montanids concering hm, f. ö. 
302. 

Paraphruſe on che law, aſcribed te lonstben Ben Uzajel, 
not written by him, i. 60, 66. 

- Patriarchs, their religion a ſyſtem of. idolatry, according 
to 2 Socinian hypotheſis, i. 100 —166, | 

Patripaſſians, their doctrine, ii, 329+, Accounted heretics, 

and. excluded RAM: the church before the ine age, 
265. 

Pau, the Apolite, his eonyerſion affords convincing evi | 
dence of the divinity of Chriſt, i. 342. Preached this doc; 

trine, 343, 344. Rejected by Ebionites, ii. 45. 118. 
| Paulianiſts, the followers of Paulus Samoſatenus ſo. call 
fi. 333+ It was ordained. that they ſhould be reba tixec 

upon their return to the church, 315, 476. | 

Paulus Samoſatenus rejected the fda in honour 4 
Chrif, ji; 396. His character, 396, 397+ 425, 426+ Dupli- 
city with reſpect to his ann 423. Mo ns 
415, Ce. | * 
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bella, when the bebe: We e den hr. | 
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Perea, its ſituation, ii or 37 +. e at} 


Ptrat ici, the origin of chis We, li. 36, 37- | 
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been een the sies of Uh) aberied: ts. 
Philo, i. a8, Ge. Dr P.'s ſelf. contradiction on this point, ii, 
473- Called Philoſophical Unitarianiſm, i. 36. Reckoned 


by Dr P. nowiſe adverſe to ſcripture, 879. 


Per ſon;fication, how ü a5 A gary. in ſcripture, 1. 124. 
9 —126. 7 | 
Peter, his confeſſions of Chriſt, 3 i. 431436. His denial 
| no argument againſt the divinity of Chriſt, 513. | 
Peter, Travels of, nnn the lame wor with the 
We ii. 153. | 
_  ' Phariſees not able to anſwer Chriſt, i. 3, 4. Whence 
| this proceeded, 91. Imitated by Ebionites, ii. 114: '153. 
 ,—I54. Hated by Nuzarenes, 114—117. Hated them, 
117. 
|  Philaftrius does not charge the Nazarenes with ang he | 
rely concerning the perſon of Chriſt, ii. 102. 5 | 

" Philip, the EY gant, preached * divinity of Clit, 
i. 341. | 

Philo did not borrow his doctrine of the" Logs thu 
Plato, i. 18.—28. His doctrine concerning angels, 444. 

Aſcribes all the ſcriptural characters of Meſſiah to che Lo- 
808, 44—48. Aſeribes the whole work of rammen 
| him, 469, 4 470. 6 

Phulofophical Unitarianiſm, as eee by Dr P; A wo 
I. 242. 

' Photinus, his character, ü. 429. Succeſs in Nr 
his people, ibid. This circumſtance accounted for, 430. His 
followers conſidered as excommunicated, 427. OR BENE 

Photinians excluded from the toleration = pa IG 
tian. ii. 431. „ 

Pbrygians, their doctrine, ii. 301. 2 31. | 

Pilate, his alarm at hearing that Chriſt called himfelF 5 
Son of God, i. 396. nem 


Chriſt, ii. 465. 33 | | 
41 LEE”. - 
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Pillar of cha and fire, a type of Chriſt, i. 146. br. . 
Plato ſeems to have borrowed from the Hebrews, | i. ar. 
—24. Owns himſelf a debtor to tradition, 22, 13. | 


nnn enn . yy 


tarians, ii. 242. 


Pliny, his nm ü. 394. 95. 


397. 398. 
Plurality, in the divine eſſence, Socinians will be pleaſed 


with no proofs of this, that would not prove a plurality of 


gods, i. 494- bebe der. grantas by themſelves, - 


38.—41. 


Praxeas, ſome pattivatirs concerning him, ii. Wu Gee. butts 


Held the Supreme deity of the Son, 303. 
'  Polycarp, a believer in the deity of Chriſſ, ii. bates 


Prayer, Chriſt the object of it, i. 333, Ge. 303. be. 


34 

Proc of God, the meaing ofthis term, ug 
274- 

Priefiley ( D.), once a Trinicarian, i ii. 383. The evi- 


dence, contained in his Hiſtory, reckoned inſufficient by 


his own friends, 382, 383. The rule by which he judges : 


of evidence, 383,—-385. His ſelf-contradition with regard : 


to the honours of deity, 395, 396.3 and alſo as to the doe- 
trine of Plato, i. 29; the teſtimony of Juſtin Martyr, ii. 
366. ; of Euſebius, 437-; and the great reſpe# with which 
Unitarians are ſaid to have been treated, 409, 410. Incon- 
ſiſteney of his reaſoning, 442. Daune 
476. 
Prince of Life one ot the ue at Chr, hong: be un- 
derſtood, i. 325, 326. | 

_ Prophets, their work to ſow, i i. 326, 307. 

Providence, aſcribed to Chriſt, i. 475, 476. 

Tims and Hymns, written by the binn rom the bs 
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| ginning, celebrated Chrilt as God, i. 386. 387. 394—393. 


; Pſychrer, this name given to the Catholics by the * 


ET 25. Montanus, ii ii. 282. note. 


Eytbagoras borrowed from the Jews, os e | 


many of their cuſtoms i into his t i. 24. 


Nees ation, a divine work, i. 404. 85 

Keſurrection of Chrift, a proof of his deity, i. 450454: 

- Right hand of God, the meaning of this expreſſion a as | 
oled with reſpect to Chirifl, i i. 334. 397, 39% 


- Sabellians, their principal ſeat in reren. ii. 337 ang 


Their doctrine, 357, 358. a, 


Sabellius, his excommunication, ii. 4 T4, 415. 11 
| Sadductes, doctrine of Marietta derived from them i 


29 


l e Khionies connected with HM; ii. 154. 
Sancboniat bon, in his Phenician hiſtory, * from 
the Jewiſh theology, i. 26, 27. 


| Scripture, if given by God, muſt be ji Kar c. be level 


to ordinary capacities, i. 350, 351. * 


Secret diſcipline, of the church, what ed il. 346, We. 
Sephiroth, doctrine of the Jews concerning, i. 57. | 
Sbadui, Jewiſh doctrine concerning this name, i. 68. 
Sbechinab, the incarnate Word, dwelling among men, the 
antitype of this, i. 146. Said by the Jews to have ſtood 
for three years and a half on the Mount of Olives, 85, 86. 
Simeon, his faith concerning Chriſt, i. 117, 218. | 
Simon Magnus, his doctrine accounted the fountain of all 
herefies, ii. 235. What fort of Trinity he taught, 243- 
Seems to have held that Chriſt ſuffered in appearance only, 


1. 168. Said to have been worſhipped at Rome, ii, 38x. 


. Sirmium, firft and ſecond councils of, ii. 428, 429. 
jew Gut Poliſh Socinian, a witneſs againſt modern 80 - 
cinians, 


- 


I N D- 42; su, 


cis, to their interpretio ofthe Inrodnin 10h 
Goſpel of John, i. 135.—137. 


Smyrna, Epiſtle of this church, ſhown that Polyearp and. N 


his people were worſhippers of Chriſt, ii. 444; 44. 


Sociniant, their extreme verſatility as expoſitors, i. 9 | 


346. 489. 502, 503. Their ſhuffling, 212, 213. Jeg. Their 
inconſiſtency, 427, 428. ii. 468. Their mode of interpre . 


ting ſcripture contrary to reaſon, i. 350..351. The nature 
of their faith, 328. They have changed their object of 


worſhip, 190, 191. 413. The amount of all their high- 
ſounding aſcriptions to Chriſt, 25x, 252. Why they rejet 


the myſtery of godlineſs, ii. 387. Their doctrine, if true, | 
would prove that Jeſus was not faithful as Mediator, i. 374, 
375. 381, 382: 397. They ſacrifice the unity of the Sa- 
viour, 330, 331: Refuſe any proof of the deity of the Son, 


but what would deſtroy the unity of the divine nature, 242, 


Their conformity to the church of Rome, 256, 257. * 
339. 340. In reaſoning againſt the deity of Chriſt, they 


borrow their arguments from unbelieving Jews, 62. 65. ii. 


370-3 from Deiſts, 41. 47, 48. 54. 60, 61. 96.; from he- 


thens, i. 515, 516. Have ſolemnly acknowledged their re- 


lation to Mahomet, 59. Their ſcheme founded on falſe- - 


hood, 493, 494- 3 ſelf-contradiftory, 213. 3 converts ſcripture 
into the language of abſurdity, 511. ; leads to ſcepticiſm, 


352.3 to Deiſm, 467. ii, 36. WEE Atheiſin, i. 467. 


$50, 551. 


Socinus, his ſentiments concerning thoſe who uy that 


Chriſt is the object of worſhip, i. 412. 
- Socrates, the hiſtorian, vindicated, ii. 434. 


Son of God, this expreſſion not of the mw import with 


the Chriſt, i. 388, Ge. 431—436. 


Son of Man, the meaning of this deſignation, 1 ii. 33—35- | 


Sozomen vindicated, ii. 433, 434+ 
Speaker, the, a deſignation of Chriſt, L. 261. 378. 


Spirit. 


* 
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Spirit of Ge, bearing wines ts Ci, i. 309. The 
Spirit of Chriſt, ibid. Poured out by _ r This 
"© Bed proof of his deity, ibid 
Spirit of holineſs, denotes the divine nature of * 1. 

4, 452. | 
den the procomartyr + workippr of Jus i. 333 2 
341. | 5 
Sulpicius Severus, his les) couctalig the faith of | 
Hebrew Chriftians, ii. 172 —178. 5 
S wearing, the Jewiſh mode of, i. 264. 387. 1 

 Symmachians, the account given of them by Auſtin, ii. 


85 9.98. 128, 129. ; by Ambroſe, 97. Said to derive their 


origin from the Phariſees, ibid. ' 

Symmachus, his character, ii. 39, 40. A MS. work of 
his on all the books of the Old Teſtament ſaid to "oo * 
extant, 141, 142. TOE * 


Syriac, the New Teſtament ſaid to have been carl ind 
lated into this language, ii. 33. 


Tatian ſpeaks of the belief of the deity of Chriſt as o gene- 


| ral among Chriſtians, 1i. 452. 8 


Tertullian, the motive aſcribed to him in writing per 1 
Praxeas, ii. 316. Aſſerts that Chrift 1 was generally adored 
in his time, 456.—458. 


Theodoret, his teſtimouy concerning the Nazarenes, ii. 
£02. 
| T heodotian bereſy, in what ſenſe a branch of that of the 
Alogi, ii. 393. 
Thbeodotion, the tranſlator, ſome account of him, ii. 37: 1 
Tbeodot us, the currier, ſeems to have been the ſirſt Gen- 


tile who avowed the principles called Unitarian, ii. 313-3 


therefore deſigned the leader and parent of this apoſtacy, 


392. Occaſion of his apoſtacy, 393. 408. e 
ps * Oy 387. 399. | 


Theodor, 


1 * 5 E X. 313 
PFheodotus, See follower of Mamas i 


oo, 30r. 
3 Theophilus; of Antioch, tos Joftrine of the Tei | 
nity, ii. 49. Wrote againſt Hermogenes, * 
Thomas; his confeſſion, i. 4. : 
Thoughts, he ee of peculiar 10 God, Been 
to Chriſt, i. 208.,—214. _ | 
Toland, his plan of teaſoning again Chrifeniry,in'ge- 
neral adopted by Dr P., in oppoſing the doctrine the 
deity of Chriſt, ii. 41. 47; 48. 54 60, 61. 96. e 
Trinitarians, all the early writers that have come down 
a ED Ho ans nw Tp 
321, 
Trinity, Aeschi Janght by Philo, i. 13. By 8 
Jews, 73 —978. Hints of this doctrine in the writings af 
heathens, 24;—28, No contradiction, 334.541. The 
uſe of this doctrine, 551, &'c. „ö r ee 2 
as to morals, 563.567. 
 T+ypho, the Jew, admits that bm 1 of | 
queſtion among the, Jews of his age, whether the Meſſiah 
ſhould be the obje& of worſhip, i. 83, 84. And —— | 
was worſhipped by Chriſtians, ii. 48 1. | 
_ Valgfius, his obſervation e Ty writings C He- 
pers conſidered, ii. 20, 21. 
Vitor, biſhop of Rome, „ Thegdatus, i ü. 
387. 399. 408 z- merely for his hererical doctrine, 400. — 


- 
ES SH Eo 8 Tix. fa 


n Lirinen/is, his ien; n Photinus, BE 


ii. 429, 430. 6 
| Unity, of the Father ond Son of what kind YA 1 
—387. CAD th. 

r ſaid by the ES ſo. * 
culiar, that there is nothing bmilar to it, i. 77, 78. Mot 
perfectly illuſtrated by the doctrine of the Trinity, 562. 

Ved. Ih, 4 k 2Y | VO 


' INDEX. 


Unity, of the Saviour, 8s declared in forip- 
2 ture as the unity of God, i. 330 331. , 


— of the church, in primitive times, ii. 62, 63. 65, 66. 
Teſtimony of Clemens Alexandrinus on this head, 4 53, 454. 
. Unitarians, ancient, claimed the higheſt antiquity, ii. 386. 
The injuſtice of this claim, 264, 265, 5 — 
dicted one another, 436. See Sociniant. \ 
Pioice of the Lord God, a perſon, i. 33. 
Way, Chriſt ſo called in both Teſtaments, i. r 
Midom, book of, extract from, i. 126. | 

Wiſdom of God, Chriſt, i. 122.—124. 4 

Word, deſcribed by the Chaldee Paraphraſts as Jehovah, 
1 $4, 53-3 as Mediator, 55.3 as making atonement, 56.3 
ns the only-hegotten, 58.; as an Angel, 61. "Chriſt thus 
denominated in the Old Teſtament, 11).—122.; in the 
New, 195.— 200. This term, as uſed by John, denotes a 
| Perſon, and not an attribute, 136, &'c. The Word that 
came to the prophets underſtood by-Origen to be the Son 
of God, ii. 351. What he means by the true Word in the 
open heaven, 352.—354. See Logos and Chriſt. | 
Mord of grace, the meaning of this rn i. 198. 

Word of life, Chriſt ſo denominated, i. 134. Gr. 

MWorſbio, external and internal, i. 552, 553. Internal 
worſhip twofold, :b:. | 
| of Chrift, divine, i. 214, 21 $. 409.—412. 476 
407. l. 277. Acccßted by him, 221.—223. Objected to 
Chriſtians at a very early period, ii. 444. Juſtin Martyr 
avows this worſhip, 445.—447. Proved by the teftimo- 
nies of various heathen writers, of Celſus, 459, 460; Hie- 
rocles, 466. ; Lucian, 466.—468. ; Julian, 440, 471. l 

Zenobia, inclined to Judaiſm, ii. 418, * Packet _ | 

moſatenus in her intereſt, Ibid. 


Latch Publiſhed, 
SOCINIANISM UNMASKED : . 
IN 25 
FOUR LETTERS. 
TO-THE Et, 


Lay Members of the Church of Scotland, Ve, 


ssd BY | 
Dr MGirr's “Practical Eſſay on the 
| Death of Jeſus Chriſt; 


Proving that he denies the great Doftrines of the 
Atonement, of the Deity of our Lord, &c. 


% 
_ * 8 | 1 
— . ag > - y 
I 


A LETTER 70 THE ren. 


An a | 
HUMBLE ADDRESS 8"_ _- - . 

To the Members of the General Aſſembly of the” © + | 
_____ Church o . 1 


— 


BT A FRIEND TO ms 

To which are added, 70 

Reflections on the Tendency of the Socinian Doctrine 9 
| vith reſpect to Holinels, | 


*® 


bald by. G. DItLY, in the Poultry, London; and J. oel, „ 
e . _ 


8 328 en . - 
3 =, = * 0 . 3 A 
* E - We EL 
1 — " 
% PC : 
N 
. = * 
CT p 1 - I ! 
8 
ah \ * ** 
. — " * 8 
9 1 : * 
7 „ — 4 
Fu Y 4 4 
- . „5 5 , q 
4 
* = 
. * 
— * 
* 3 5 - 7 


— 
4 
— 
- 
= 
. 
% 
* 


" ble 4 
«.# » , 
* a . 2 
1 1 
- - 8 
j 2 - 
- T 
o — 
$1 . * 3 9 
4 o 
. * 1 
Ll > . — 5 
* ; . 
, 
N ” 
4 7 
* . 
”- bo N 
- 
Z — 
- * 
1 : 
— * 
” 4 
"4 z =- 
4 * 3 
+ * — p 
* s 2 
. * . Lay 
* 
. 
N * 
* * ow 
hs * 
4 * 4 * 
CY * 
* 
* * 
% F q 
5 * ” ; 4 
PR 
. 
Pl i = = 
**« 
- 
. 1 L 
. 9 
* * + 
"0 = 
: 
+ 4 - 4 > © 
+ 
8 \ P p 
. ” . - 
„ 1 > 
— 
' 
- 
— 
* # - * 
A * 
- 8 
4 
— . 4 
* - 
< 4 
. = 
. * 
4 : 
1 * 
* ; | 
- -_ ' 
" 8 * 4 
” ” 7 , 
” 
* F 
* 
* 9 
j - | 
* h . $2 
- * 1 (1 
, 
f 
- * . 
5 - l 
# + To 
- © ” * 
1 - " * x* 
- - $ * 
p [ 
. - ; 
* 89 
* * \ 
dt | 1 | 
—— — - 2 — — K 2 
» - 


